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ABSTRACT 
This study explores the relationship between restrictive language policies and 
dropout influences for language minority students. It furthers understanding of 
factors related to school attachment and restrictive language policies through an 
analysis of student’s attitudes towards their imposed curriculum. Few studies to 
date have addressed English language learners’ (ELLs’) attitudes toward school, 
especially when schools enforce highly restrictive language policies, and the 
implications of these student perceptions as related to students’ level of 
attachment to school in general. This study addresses this gap. It investigated 
middle and high school ELLs’ and reclassified (RC) students’ attitudes toward 
school, their aspirations for the future, and the language program in which they 
are or were recently enrolled within the state of Arizona. Using Erickson’s 
analytic induction method and employing descriptive statistics, t tests, and 
hierarchical multiple regression, 2,264 students were polled from urban school 
districts in Arizona. The 85-question survey was comprised of demographic 
questions and attitude items as measured on a 5-point Likert scale. Results 
indicate some students are not satisfied with the four-hour block and that many 
students are aware of the negative implications involvement in the four-hour 
block can incur. Findings also show that language minority students are not 
receiving an equal education in regards to their curriculum. More importantly, 
considering policies and practices of schools as a factor, especially those which 
are restrictive language policies, is important in better understanding ELL and RC 
students’ attachment to school and the potential impact of these policies on the 
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likelihood of language minority students dropping out of school in the future. 
Policy implications are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Since 2000, Arizona language policy has been directed by Proposition 203 
which effectively banned the use of a students’ native language (L1) in the 
classroom (Wright, 2005a). Eventually, in 2006, HB 2064 was passed which 
decreed that a statewide structured English immersion (SEI) model be 
implemented for all schools which have English language learners (ELLs) 
enrolled. This statewide model demands that all students who are identified as an 
ELL be involved in what has been called the four-hour block or four hour SEI 
model. The policy implemented in Arizona is highly restrictive (see e.g., Wiley, 
2007) and could have an influence on dropout rates.  
While many factors surrounding dropout risks and likelihood have been 
researched and conceptual frameworks have been articulated (e.g., Rumberger, 
2004; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011), very little research has examined dropout 
factors specific to language minority students. It is therefore crucial that research 
examine language policy in relation to dropping out of school for language 
minority students; this can be achieved by discussing Arizona’s policy from a 
historical-structural approach (e.g., Tollefson, 1991). Therefore, this study tests 
variables which may account for a decreased attachment to school for language 
minority students, adds a sociolinguistic variable to Rumberger’s (2004) dropout 
framework, and expands the processes/practices variable already within dropout 
literature by analyzing Arizona’s policy from an historical-structural approach 
(e.g., Tollefson, 1991).  
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Statement of the Problem 
While much as been done in the drop out literature, most of the focus has 
been on language minority status, as opposed to describing correlations between 
dropouts and language minority students’ attitudes themselves (Berenzy, 1989). 
Moreover, while studies have looked at factors which influence dropout rates and 
at researched school policies and ELL curriculum separately, no known studies 
have attempted to address the potential link between the two. Nor have any 
known studies provided a voice for those students who are involved or recently 
previously involved in ELL classrooms in Arizona and their attitudes towards 
school and the program itself.  
As Tollefson (1991) acknowledged, “most language policy research fails 
to capture the human experience of individuals facing the consequences of state 
language policy” (p. 204). This study was done in order to attempt to answer 
whether or not ELL students and those recently exited from the Arizona SEI 
model are at a higher risk of dropping out due to a disassociation from school. By 
addressing ELL student voices regarding their attitudes about the language policy 
imposed on them, this study helps bridge the gap between language planning and 
policy as viewed from a historical-structural approach perspective (e.g., 
Tollefson, 1991), via questions grouped thematically around Rumberger’s (2004) 
conceptual framework.  
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Purpose  
The purpose of this study was to survey students who are currently 
enrolled in Arizona’s four-hour SEI block and those students who have recently 
completed the four hour model but are still within the two year monitor period 
(labeled reclassified, or RC). The goal was to ascertain student attitudes towards 
the four-hour block and their overall school curriculum, as well as their feelings 
about and attachment to school itself, using Rumberger’s (2004) conceptual 
framework.  
The overall hypothesis was that ELL students who are subjected to 
restrictive-oriented language policies (e.g., Wiley, 2007), as shown through a 
historical-structural lens regarding language planning (e.g., Tollefson, 1991), will 
be more likely to have a lower attachment to school compared to that of those 
students who may have been in the program and are now reclassified. Having a 
lower attachment to school may affect future drop out status. It is argued that this 
decreased attachment may be a result from a subconscious retaliation against the 
oppressive forces where the cost of staying in school outweighs the perceived 
benefits of leaving.  
Significance of the Study 
This study is the first known study to examine the attitudes and 
perceptions of students who are currently classified as ELLs and are enrolled in 
Arizona’s four hour SEI model, as well as those students who have been involved 
in Arizona’s SEI classrooms but are now in mainstream classrooms. While 
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numerous studies have addressed the effectiveness behind the language program 
model, as well as the inequalities inherent in the design of the model (see e.g., 
Krashen, Rolstad, & MacSwan, 2007, Lillie et al., 2010; Rolstad, Mahoney, & 
Glass, 2005; Wright, 2005b; Wright, 2010), dropout likelihood (via levels of 
attachment to school) has only been hypothesized, not examined. Furthermore, 
most dropout studies have examined influences for why students drop out via a 
socioeconomic and sociocultural perspective and have surveyed students who are 
in school or recent drop outs; very few have explicitly examined if there is a 
relationship or interaction between restrictive language policies (and thus 
institutional factors) and individual factors for students dropping out of school 
from a critical language policy perspective. Lastly, most dropout literature is 
macro at best, looking at Hispanic or other minority students; very few have 
attempted to examine the micro-level, that of English language learners in 
America, other than to say that language background status has some degree of 
influence.  
This study will add to the literature base and discussion on influential 
factors for increased risk of dropping out by explicitly addressing a micro-level 
sample and said sample’s attitudes and perceptions of a specific restrictive 
language policy, and relate the findings to the broader conceptual framework of 
individual and institutional factors as discussed by Rumberger (2004). The 
findings will also help bridge the discussion of neoclassical and historical-
structural approaches (see e.g., Tollefson, 1991) to restrictive language planning 
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and policy and the relationship of such policies to dropout rates for language 
minority students.    
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CHAPTER II: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Language Policy in the United States   
Language minorities (LM) in the United States are educated in a variety of 
ways due to multiple language policy perspectives. For a long period of time, 
especially during the 1950s and 60s, basic assumptions about language were 
synonymous with views of Eurocentric policy makers and planners. This time 
period considered language as finite, standardized, and rule-governed (Ricento, 
2006). Policy makers also felt that linguistic assimilation was necessary for the 
progress of all persons, particularly as it related to social, economic, and national 
unity when developing nations.  
Ruíz (1984) discussed how language policy and planning (LPP) fits three 
orientations: language-as-problem, language-as-right, and language-as-resource. 
Historically, much of the research on LPP focuses on how policies have been 
implemented with a deficit (language-as-problem) perspective. This is in part due 
to the nature of how LPP orientations, as suggested by Ruíz, are based on 
language attitudes and these attitudes’ eventual framing of LPP. Much research on 
LPP is done from the problem perspective as a result of the years spent not only 
on nation building, but also as a response to a societal call of helping those seen 
as disadvantaged by their inability to speak English. The issue now, however, is 
that since much of the language-as-problem has been infused in popular 
understanding, the “Mexican American group has been identified on the basis of a 
number of criteria—all of them negative. Language is one of those” (Ruíz, 1984, 
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p. 8). Language status should not be the basis by which we judge people, 
particularly children who have no say in how LPP is handed down to them in 
school.  
Every child should have what Wiley (2007) explains as the “right to 
access” an education, which would “[allow] for social, economic, and political 
participation” (p. 89). He discusses LPP within an expanded framework 
originated from Kloss (1977). Much of Kloss’s framework can only be used to 
posit LPP within an historical timeframe, whereas Wiley’s (2007) can be more 
fully applied to many of the LPP that occurs today. Language policies have 
throughout time ranged from tolerance or promotion-oriented approaches to those 
currently in practice. Now many state policies—under the guise of being 
promotion-oriented—are restrictive in nature.  
Depending on the time period in U.S. history, as well as which groups 
were immigrating at those times, American language policy has seen all of these. 
Wiley (2007) charts the progression of LPP, from the compulsory ignorance laws 
(arguably restrictive) imposed on slaves through periods of tolerance-oriented 
(i.e., Western European languages) to promotion-oriented decades (i.e., the 
Bilingual Education Act). Unfortunately, with English-only ideologies and the 
current state of economic and political affairs within America today, some states 
have gone forward (or backward if one views this as a historical cycle completing 
itself) to enforcing highly restrictive policies. One might even argue that policies 
such as those in place in California, Massachusetts, and Arizona, are repression-
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oriented with the way LM students are policed into speaking English in the 
classroom by their peers (e.g., Lillie et al., 2010).  
Critical theory.  Language policy and planning (LPP) can also be 
discussed from a critical theory perspective. The goal here, as suggested by 
Ricento (2006; see also Tollefson, 1991), is that researchers are attempting to 
promote equality (both socially and economically) by highlighting current in-
practice policies and ideologies that are securing the position of those in power at 
the top while marginalizing others. By revealing the policies influenced by 
politics, economics and ideological stances, social change is more possible. 
Critical theories came about in answer to the years of traditional, Western LPP of 
the 1950s and 60s.  
With the emergence of critical theory, researchers branched from 
ethnographic methods and interviews or surveys as a means of collecting data to 
those methods which looked at LPP from the viewpoint that power categorizes 
people hierarchically, based on beliefs about their language and social status 
(Ricento, 2006). Critical theories are researched focusing on power relations, 
hegemony, colonization struggles, ideologies, and the resistance met by those 
imposing their LPPs on linguistic minorities (Tollefson, 1991, 2006). As May 
(2006) notes, “language has too often been examined in isolation from the social 
and political conditions in which it is used” (p. 255). Language policy and 
planning can be used to promote social, political, and economic control over those 
in the minority (McCarty, 2004; Tollefson, 1991; Wiley, 2007). Further, language 
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policies are best understood in relation to ideological beliefs dominant in society 
which uphold power differentials between majority and minority speakers (Wiley, 
2007).  
Historical-structural approach.  Language use and policy is determined 
by social and historical forces, in keeping with power relations. The historical-
structural approach is one means through which critical theory can be used when 
looking at LPP. Much of Tollefson’s work in this approach deals with nation-
states. However, he does touch upon aspects of U.S. policy; He explicitly calls to 
our attention the English-Only movement, which has had a large impact on the 
education of language learners. 
Tollefson’s (1991) theoretical framework argues that language policy can 
be viewed through the lens of a historical-structural approach, versus the more 
traditional neoclassical approaches. The historical-structural approach highlights 
the ways in which individual choice regarding language use is played out as 
opposed to neoclassical perspectives. What is problematic with the latter is that 
many neoclassical approaches to language planning and policy implementation 
take a deficit perspective and place heavy emphasis on individual variables for 
language acquisition and language use based on individual choice; any 
“ineffective planning is theoretically limited to critiques of individual decisions” 
(Tollefson, 1991, p. 28). Neoclassical approaches pin the issues of why languages 
are not learned equally or similarly by all people on the individual learner. 
However, second language acquisition is too tied up in the inherent power 
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struggles—political, economic, and ideological—to be ignored or passed off as an 
individual’s problem. Such influences must be considered with policy analyzed 
contextually, especially historically, with the forces which created or led to the 
language policy which in turn affect an individual’s choice. Tollefson further 
argues for an historical-structural approach so that one can fully examine the costs 
and benefits which individuals must face regarding their language use.  
Most people are unaware of just how interwoven language and language 
policies are in our everyday lives; as Tollefson (1991) points out, “language is 
built into the economic and social structure of society so deeply that its 
fundamental importance seems only natural. For this reason, language polices are 
often seen as…common sense assumptions about language in society” (p. 2). It is 
largely for this reason that language policies can sustain existing power 
relationships because of the ideological threads which are so covert (and largely 
unconscious). From a critical language policy (CLP) perspective, even while 
some language policies recognize the importance of English language 
competence, conditions are simultaneously created which guarantee certain 
populations will never be fully competent in the dominant language. This in turn 
excludes the LM from economic gains and involvement, politics, and aspects of 
social life thus further creating unequal relationships between groups of speakers 
of different languages. Individuals, however, are not powerless. Even when 
dominant groups force their LPPs onto them, individuals do have the power to 
“carve out specific areas of control over their daily lives” (p. 10). How this might 
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play out for students involved in a restrictive language policy remains to be seen, 
but could be evidenced by higher dropout rates and lower attachment to schools 
which enforce restrictive language policies.  
LPP, for Tollefson means 
 
the institutionalization of language as a basis for distinctions among social 
groups (classes). That is, language policy is one mechanism for locating 
language within social structure so that language determines who has 
access to political power and economic resources. Language policy is one 
mechanism by which dominant groups establish hegemony in language 
use. (p. 16)  
 
All of this is enforced by the state.  
The state.  Tollefson (1991) defines “the state” as his choice of wording 
instead of “government” to address the centrality of power inherent in the term 
state. He claims “state refers to the apparatus by which dominant groups maintain 
their power” (p. 10). It could be argued that Arizona’s Department of Education 
(ADE) is the equivalent of a state when talking about LPP for ELLs in Arizona. 
Via ADE’s policy, ELLs are forced to be participants in a specific program which 
may be ensuring that they remain stigmatized, marginalized, and labeled for life. 
The SEI model in Arizona maintains ADE’s status quo. Thinking of ADE as a 
state has major implications when looking at ELLs’ success in school: either way, 
ADE wins. If students stay in school, then they are most likely not gaining the 
competency they need in order to be fully successful, which means they may not 
receive good grades, may not go to a college, or may find that they are not 
prepared for jobs they might like to do (and thus have to work harder to achieve 
that goal). If students do not remain in school, then the state has definitely won, 
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even though the student may have felt that they were claiming their own agency 
by dropping out (as a response to the system of which they are aware but cannot 
do anything other than leave it). Also, while some people working for the state 
may truly have the best interests of students at heart because the model is so 
riddled with latent insidiousness, and language policies are so often build on 
“common sense assumptions” (Tollefson, 1991, p. 2), these people may not even 
be aware that what they are promoting is hurting LM students.  
ELLs in America 
According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 
between 1979 and 2008 the number of ELL students increased from 3.8 million to 
10.9 million (http://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=96
1
). This figure 
increased to 11.2 million in 2009  for those children ages 5-17 who were 
identified as speaking a language other than English at home; NCES reports that 
of these children, about 2.7 million speak English “with difficulty”2 and that 73% 
of those speakers are native language (L1) Spanish speakers 
(http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_lsm.asp).  
ELLs are “largely minority and economically disadvantaged, embedding 
the discussion of [their] education within the context of what is already known 
                                                          
1
 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2010). 
The Condition of Education 2010 (NCES 2010-028), Indicator 5. 
 
2
 If a parent noted that their child was not a native speaker of English, they were 
then asked if the child spoke English “very well”, “well”, “not well” and “not at 
all”; anything reported as less than “very well” meant that child was considered to 
have “difficulty” speaking English. 
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about poor, minority, immigrant-serving urban schools” (Cosentino de Cohen, 
Deterding, & Clewell, 2005, p. 1). ELLs are more likely enrolled in these large-
sized city schools which predominately have high percentages of free/reduced 
lunches; the elementary grades have a higher concentration of ELLs overall 
(http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2009/2009321/tables/sass0708_2009321_s12n_02.asp ). 
It was once stated that states such as California, Florida, New York, Texas, 
Illinois, and Arizona were those which had the highest percentages of ELLs 
(Crawford & Krashen, 2007; Payán & Nettles, 2008). Based on more recent data 
from 2009 as featured in the NCES annual report for 2011, ELLs of school-age 
(5-17 year olds) are now highly concentrated in a few of the same with some new 
additions: for example, along with the familiar California, Arizona, New York 
and Texas, Nevada is now seen as a state with a large percentage of ELL students 
at 9% (Aud et al., 2011
3
).  
Across America, ELLs are made up of a rapidly growing number of 
people, regardless of age or race (Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004; Ovando, 
Combs, & Collier, 2006). Traditionally, the definition of such a person is one who 
does not speak English as a native or first language. ELLs may not be recent 
immigrants. Many are those who have at least one parent who is an immigrant 
(Gándara & Orfield, 2010a). Immigrants’ children born in the United States can 
be considered English language learners if the parents raise the child in a native 
language other than English (Abedi et al., 2004).  
                                                          
3
 http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/pdf/coe_lsm.pdf   
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ELLs are not one ethnic group, but various groups of people. In United 
States’ schools, there are at least 450 various languages represented by different 
ethnic groups in areas with heavy concentrations of ELLs (Payán & Nettles, 
2008). Most ELLs within U.S. borders are currently Hispanic, with Asian, 
Pacific-Islander, and other groups following (Cosentino de Cohen et al., 2005; 
García, Jensen, & Scribner, 2009; Planty et al., 2009). About 80% of all ELLs, 
however, are Latino and most of these children are either first- or second-
generation immigrant students (Gándara & Orfield, 2010b
4
; García, Wiese, & 
Cuéllar (2011). As with any group, there are variations among ELLs with regard 
to socioeconomic status (SES), cultural factors, the amount of previous schooling 
the student has had in their home country or America, the educational attainment 
of parents, and health issues (Crawford & Krashen, 2007; Cosentino de Cohen et 
al., 2005; García et al., 2009). 
Arizona Policy 
As of school year 2008-2009, Arizona’s Board of Education (ADE) has 
mandated that all schools with ELLs must provide a four hour structured English 
immersion (SEI) model in response to HB 2064 (which was passed in 2006 and 
mandated a statewide ELL program). Arizona’s requirements meant that any 
student identified via a Primary Home Language Survey (PHLOTE) who is found 
to be a non-native English speaker will be tested on the Arizona English 
Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA). If the student does not pass the 
                                                          
4
 Gándara and Orfield actually state that 81% of the ELLs in Arizona are Latino. 
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AZELLA, he or she will be subject to placement in the SEI model. The AZELLA 
determines where an ELL student should be classified on a cutoff score 
proficiency scale, which make up the following determinations: Pre-Emergent, 
Emergent, Beginner, and Intermediate. Each year, an ELL student re-takes the 
AZELLA. Once a student passes at “proficient”, they are then considered RFEP 
(also known as RC or reclassified
5
) and are monitored for two years, again via the 
AZELLA. If a student should not pass during that monitored time, they are re-
immersed in the SEI courses. Students who continually pass the AZELLA as 
proficient during those two years are then no longer monitored or labeled.  
Kevin Clark created the SEI model used by Arizona (see e.g., Clark, 
2009). This model requires that students are placed in English classes where only 
language is taught, for four hours every day
6
. If an Intermediate ELL passes 
certain portions of the AZELLA, such as the reading portion, they may not be 
required to attend that hour of instruction. An ELL’s participation in the SEI 
model was mandated as “not normally intended [sic] to exceed one year” (A.R.S. 
§15-752; see also Office of English Language Acquisition Services, OELAS, 
2009-2010).  Furthermore, the components of a SEI classroom or SEI instruction 
were very broadly defined as “nearly all instruction to be in English with a 
minimal amount of native language instruction” (A.R.S. §15-751).  All teachers in 
the state are required to have a minimum amount training to be able to work with 
                                                          
5
 For the purposes of this paper, RC will be used to designate those who have 
become reclassified. 
 
6
 This may change pending the outcome of the ongoing Flores v. Arizona 
(otherwise known as Horne v. Flores).  
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ELL students by holding the SEI endorsement
7
, and they must be highly qualified 
to teach the SEI classes (sometimes referred to as ELD).  
The four hours are made up of four classes: conversational 
English/academic vocabulary, reading, writing, and grammar (ADE, 2008). These 
four classes are to be aligned with the ELL Proficiency Standards (ELP) as well 
as the Discrete Skills Inventory (DSI). While the four classes need not be 
consecutive, the four hours must be included in a day’s schedule for a minimum 
of twenty hours a week. Students are to be grouped into proficiency levels across 
grade bands or within the same grade levels. If there are not enough similar ELL 
proficiency determinations to make up one class in the same grade, the 
proficiency levels may be mixed into that one classroom across grades. If a school 
has fewer than twenty designated ELLs, they may put those ELL students on 
Individualized Language Learner Plans (ILLPs). This is similar to an IEP for 
Special Education students in the sense that they get individualized plans for 
educational success and support. Class sizes for ELD classrooms are not to 
exceed 23 Pre-Emergent (PE) and Emergent (E) students in one room and 28 
students in Basic (B) or Intermediate (I) classes. Within the model, no content is 
included and only explicit English skills are taught (ADE, 2008). Teachers are 
instructed to use the language star in their SEI classrooms; the star’s components 
contain elements which ADE argues is the way English must be learned (OELAS, 
2009-2010). The star involves direct teaching of phonology, morphology, syntax, 
lexicon, and semantics. Any student, K-12, is subject to this program. 
                                                          
7
 See Arizona’s SBE Rules, R7-2-613.J 
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Tollefson’s criticism.  Looking at Arizona’s policy for ELLs from a 
historical-structural perspective is necessary. A neoclassical approach to LPP not 
only takes the deficit perspective to language acquisition, but also supplies as a 
reason for student failure the “lack of motivation” to learn English argument, thus 
placing ELLs’ struggle with language acquisition on the ELLs’ shoulders. The 
ADE does not seem to recognize their role (or if it is known those in power do not 
care and have purposely chosen to maintain the status quo) in conjunction with 
the economic, political and social hardships ELLs are up against when trying to 
successfully learn English and negotiate school academic requirements at the 
same time. Broad sociocultural/political factors such as the ideology behind 
language use and support, economic interests of those involved, “access to quality 
education” (p. 33) all could account for ELL success. Wiley (2007) further states 
that “the 21st century begins with echoes of early 20th century restrictionism” (p. 
103) and that language policies are “best understood in their relationship to 
broader societal policies, dominant beliefs, and power relationships among 
groups” (p. 91); further, the “right to access an education that allows for social, 
economic, and political participation…[is] essential if [ELLs] are to participate in 
the broader society” (p. 89). 
Tollefson’s (1991) critique of Arizona’s policy would most likely argue 
that Arizona’s policy, as analyzed from this historical-structural approach, is 
bound to keep many ELL students from fully succeeding in future aspects of life 
(i.e., college, the workforce). He explicitly states that “policies limiting [the L1] 
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must be viewed as an effort to restrict immigrants’ access to political power and 
economic resources” (p. 127). He might further argue that the individual choice 
aspect could appear through evidence of students rebelling. ELLs may 
subconsciously recognize that the cost of this program is too much for them, and 
thus back away from the restrictive, dominating structure by dropping out.  
Socially/ Ideologically.  Much of the impetus for this model came from 
forces and ideologies behind the more recent English-Only movement. This 
movement is something that has occurred throughout America’s history, but it 
was only since the 1980s that this movement gained incentive and led to the 
destructive policies in place today.  
Historically, American linguistic minorities have always been under attack 
even though language diversity has been a standard of American life (Cashman, 
2006; Ovando, Combs, & Collier, 2006; Wiley, 2007; Wiley & Wright, 2004).  
English-only policies have appeared frequently. One of the earliest was against 
the Germans in Pennsylvania in the 1700s (Crawford, 2000; Wiley, 2007; Wiley 
& Wright, 2004). Today’s English-Only movement is largely due to ideological 
constraints. The U.S. ENGLISH organization builds their arguments for only 
English by playing on xenophobic fears, politics, and demographic changes. 
Some major ideological thrusts behind the movement are that English has always 
been the social glue holding Americans together, that immigrants refuse to learn 
English like those immigrants of “yesteryear”, immersion is the best way to learn 
a language, and that language diversity will lead to language conflict, ethnic 
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hostility, and political separatism (Cashman, 2006; Crawford, 2000; Crawford & 
Krashen, 2007; Tollefson, 1991). 
When looking at Arizona’s policy from an historical-structural approach, 
it becomes clear that the ideologies behind U.S. ENGLISH’s movement (also 
known as “Official English”) are being used to foster fear and apprehension about 
anyone who is learning English, thus continuing the power and domination of the 
English-speaking population while keeping those struggling to learn the language 
in a different social sphere. As McCarty (2004) notes, “as ideological constructs, 
language policies both reflect and (re)produce the distribution of power in the 
larger society” (p. 72) and that the students under Arizona’s Proposition 203 are 
facing a reproduced “Great Divide”. The English-Only movement is a 
neoclassical approach to language planning and policy; the question then becomes 
what are the implications for those who are forced to endure the policies imposed 
on them by the dominating society, when they do not have individual choice of 
language use?  
Politically.  Tollefson (1991, 2006) rightly argues that one cannot analyze 
policy for language minorities without looking at the political influences inherent 
in the design and implementation of the policy. Arizona’s model was created on 
ideological foundations and forced through via the political route. As of today, 30 
states have adopted English-only laws, the latest being Idaho (see Figure 1). Ron 
Unz, who began the campaign of “English for the Children” via U.S. ENGLISH, 
was able to manipulate the media into portraying himself as a man compassionate 
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toward immigrants and ELLs. He attacks those that argue against his position and 
creates many myths and misconceptions about the propositions to the general 
voting public (Crawford & Krashen, 2007; Ovando, Combs, & Collier, 2006; 
Wiley & Wright, 2004). Due to voter misinformation about how best to teach 
ELLs, many of the American public believe that they are helping LM students by 
voting for English-only measures.  
 
Alabama (1990) 
Alaska (1998) 
Arizona (2006) 
Arkansas (1987) 
California (1986)  
Colorado (1988) 
Florida (1988) 
Georgia (1986 & 1996)  
Hawaii (1978)  
Idaho (2007)  
Illinois (1969)  
Indiana (1984)  
Iowa (2002)  
Kentucky (1984) 
Louisiana (1811) 
Massachusetts (1975) 
Mississippi (1987)  
Missouri (1998) 
Montana (1995)  
Nebraska (1920)  
New Hampshire (1995) 
North Carolina (1987) 
North Dakota (1987) 
South Carolina (1987)  
South Dakota (1995)  
Tennessee (1984)  
Utah (2000)  
Virginia (1981 & 1996)  
Wyoming (1996) 
Figure 1. States that have passed English-Only laws. Retrieved from 
http://www.us-english.org/inc/official/states.asp 
 
Propositions and mandates have been harshest in California, 
Massachusetts, and Arizona which have been so restrictive as almost to 
effectively eradicate any semblance of good bilingual education programs. Some 
of the most notable Propositions can be seen in Table 1.  
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Table 1  
Propositions Backed by English-Only Movement 
Proposition What Proposition States 
Proposition 63, California English is California’s sole, official 
language. 
Proposition 187, California Attempt at preventing undocumented 
immigrants from receiving social 
services. 
Proposition 227, California Attempt to argue for a way to better 
serve ELLs and second-language 
instruction. 
Question 2, Massachusetts Ended transitional bilingual education 
programs (which were primary program 
in state) for SEI 
Proposition 203, Arizona Counterpart to Prop. 227; Effectively 
eliminated bilingual education in 
Arizona. 
 
Neoclassical implementation of LPP is viewed from a critical perspective 
as that in which the educational policies are top-down and imposed by 
governments (Wiley & Sook Lee, 2009). This is exactly what happened with the 
passage of these propositions, including Proposition 203. Proposition 203 was 
passed in 2000, over a decade ago. It effectively barred and dismantled bilingual 
programs (Wright, 2005a). In Arizona, wide variation in ELL programs occurred 
due to a confusion over what Proposition 203 meant (Davenport, 2008). Some 
schools had ELLs in mainstream classrooms, others were placed in SEI 
classrooms, and a few (pending waivers) were allowed bilingual education. 
Ultimately, with the passage of HB 2064, Arizona now requires all ELL students 
to receive SEI instruction. ELL programs are resultant not only from laws and 
Propositions passed politically by ideological forces, but also by politicians 
attempting to address court decisions. 
22 
 
One of the main claims of the historical-structural approach is that 
language planning and policies are mirrors of the dominant political groups’ 
interests. This could not be more true for Arizona’s policy. The interests of those 
who believe in the English-only ideologies are the same people who have the 
political power. With the ADE thought of as a state (i.e., Tollefson’s equivalent of 
nation states) and the fact that the ADE implements policies based on the 
neoclassical approach to LPP, it is no wonder then that the interests of these 
politicians are maintained. Additionally, those for whom this policy affects life 
most have no say in the decision-making process. As Tollefson (1991) 
recognized, “one of the major reasons for the continued use of language to 
promote the inequality…associated with hegemony…is structures in which those 
who adopt policies are not accountable to those who are affected by them” (p. 
209). 
Economically.  Funding ELL programs has been problematic, especially 
in Arizona. Back in 1992, a case was brought forward known as Flores v. 
Arizona, which still continues today. This case’s basic argument has always been 
that Arizona is violating federal law by not funding the ELL programs adequately, 
and that ELL programs are violations of the Equal Educational Opportunity Act 
(EEOA) of 1974. Tim Hogan, the lawyer for the case, has argued that the Arizona 
ELL programs are not meeting the three-prong test required per the Castañeda v. 
Pickard (1981) case (see e.g., Mahoney, MacSwan, Haladyna, & García, 2010). 
There is a requirement within Casteñada that mandates ELLs receive appropriate 
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resources and funding in order to provide the necessary instruction based on the 
approved educational methodology implemented (Hogan, 2008). It was ruled that 
Arizona is not providing good enough funding for the ELL programs by Judge 
Marquez in 2000. It was determined that minimal funding was contributing to the 
overall lack of qualified teachers, not enough classrooms for the ELL students, 
poor tutoring/after-school programs, and not enough materials to teach the 
students. Per the Flores Consent order, ADE is mandated to provide after-school 
instruction or compensatory education to ELLs if they are not “progressing 
toward achieving proficiency of the Board’s academic standards” (Hogan, 2008). 
Tollefson (1991, 2006) might say that Arizona’s model will continue to uphold 
the economic inequalities between groups throughout the state based on the 
inadequacies of funding to the programs that have been found. If students do not 
have proper materials, resources, and have few teachers by which to even be 
taught, then how can they be expected to move forward and have the same 
educational opportunities afforded non-ELL students?   
Tollefson also discusses the cost/benefits of language use and individuals 
may approach language learning this way (see also, Wiley & Sook Lee, 2009). 
ELLs want to learn English (Crawford & Krashen, 2007) and immigrant parents 
stress the importance of having their children learn English from native-speaking 
peers (Gándara & Orfield, 2010b). It is also ironic to note as Gándara and Orfield 
(2010b) do that “the law did not require that [the program be] the most effective 
program available, just that it be the most ‘cost-efficient’” (p. 9). Unfortunately, 
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with Arizona’s “cost-effective” model they strip ELLs of any choice unless 
parents get a waiver. However, once a student is waived out of the program, they 
are no longer recognized by ADE as an ELL in need of services. Without any 
kind of support the overall implications to an ELL, not only in regard to their 
language acquisition, are severe. 
Effectiveness debate: Arizona’s SEI model.  The model as designed by 
Arizona is not shown to be research-based, even though the ADE argues that it is 
(Krashen et al., 2007). Virtually no understanding of educational or linguistic 
theory (i.e., second language acquisition or SLA) is evident in the SEI model 
(Gándara & Orfield, 2010b). The ADE follows the belief that language is 
something that can be learned quickly if more time is spent on learning it. Under 
this assumption, ADE reasons that children should be subjected to learning 
English as much as possible, as quickly as possible, in the most intensive 
immersion setting available, in order to achieve this goal. When questioned on the 
literature base supporting these “ideals”, however, ADE is unable to supply any 
other information than “please see our website under the Office of English 
Language Acquisition Services (OLEAS). There is a great deal of information 
located there” (ADE representative, personal communication, 4/19/2010). If one 
truly looks at peer-reviewed research abundant in the field of education, many of 
what ADE argues as reasonable and successful is quite questionable and not 
supported as well as they claim it to be (Krashen et al., 2007; Lillie et al., 2010; 
Rolstad et al., 2005; Wright, 2005b; Wright, 2010). 
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Researchers of SLA have engaged for years in the discussion of how to 
solve a persistent achievement gap between ELLs and native-English speakers 
(Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2005) as well as what has 
been done to minimize this gap (August & Hakuta, 1997; Thompson, DiCerbo, 
Mahoney, & MacSwan, 2002). This effectiveness debate revolves around whether 
or not bilingual education is the remedy, and the arguments for the use of L1 in 
the classroom. Arizona’s model does not allow any use of the L1 for instruction 
purposes, although the law clearly states that “teachers may use a minimal amount 
of the child’s native language when necessary” (A.R.S. §15-751.Definitions, 5). 
The problem is that most educators interpret this to mean “English only”.  
One researcher in particular argues against any use of the L1, claiming 
that it does not teach students effectively and that using the L1 is based on 
incorrect theoretical principles (see e.g., Porter, 1996). Rosalie Porter (1996) 
believes that language acquisition will occur with more time-on-task approaches 
to learning and that students should be immersed in programs where this will 
occur. She is a proponent of the SEI model in Arizona and thinks full-day 
immersion helps students learn the language “quickly and thoroughly” (p. 125). In 
fact, keeping ELLs apart from their native English speaking peers is detrimental 
to the overall language acquisition process (Gifford & Valdés, 2006). 
The ADE agrees with people like Porter as evidenced by their claim that 
involvement in the SEI model should be no more than one year. Some supporters 
of the English-Only movement argue that rising test scores are evidence of 
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success and that ELL students are benefiting from English-only instruction 
(Krashen, 2004; Thompson et al., 2002). This assumption is faulty, however, 
because reports such as these do not acknowledge that test scores may have risen 
due to teachers teaching to the test, students becoming familiar with the tests, and 
other influential (and outside) factors (Thompson et al., 2002).   
Ironically, another of the major arguments used by proponents of the 
English-Only movement is that bilingual education (or any use of the L1) is 
primarily responsible for a high dropout rate among Hispanics (Krashen, 1999). It 
has been shown, however, that “students who do not have the opportunity to fully 
develop in both languages are significantly more likely to drop out of schools than 
those fluent in both languages [emphasis added]” (Sook Lee & Oxelson, 2006, p. 
455). Other researchers found that being able to use native language improves 
student attendance, graduation rates, and motivation to remain in school rather 
than dropping out (García-Nevarez, Stafford, & Arias, 2005; McCarty, 2003). Use 
of the L1, García-Nevarez et al. (2005) commented, apart from the academic 
benefit for students  meant that “rather than dropping out, [it made] school more 
meaningful, and [made] the school experience more enjoyable” (p. 312). Schools 
that do not build on the culture and language of the child could, therefore, cause 
an increase in drop-out rates. According to Valenzuela (1999), “rather than 
schools building on …language…of the students, thereby engaging in an additive 
schooling process, schools tend to provide academic success for students at the 
cost of maintaining their home…language…through a process of subtractive 
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schooling” (p. 129). Auerbach (1995) noted that students in language classes 
where the L1 is not used “respond by becoming completely silenced, making 
virtually no progress, and often dropping out” (p. 26). She goes on to assert that 
even if they do not drop out, they become powerless. This powerlessness results 
from the fact that the learners are segregated from mainstream classrooms or 
because their L1 and culture are not valued. It is therefore imperative to examine 
language policy in relation to dropping out of school for language minority 
students. It is also vital to examine the implications of the restrictive language 
policy in place for ELLs in Arizona from Tollefson’s (1991) historical-structural 
approach because as Wiley and Wright (2004) note “forcing a rapid shift to 
English [results in]…hindered linguistic access to educational, social, economic, 
and political benefits even as the promoters of English immersion claim the 
opposite [emphasis added]” (p. 144). 
The Practice: Arizona Implementation 
The SEI model in place involves both implicit and covert policies (see 
Wiley, 2007). With students excluded from core content per the description of the 
model’s curriculum, resulting in the chance of not meeting graduation 
requirements, the model could effectively “[bar] someone from social, political, 
educational [and] economic participation” (Wiley, 2007, p. 94). To address the 
potential damage, one must look at the actual implementation of the model as it 
stands, as well as the means by which students are identified and positioned 
within the model. As evidenced in the effectiveness debates, the model is not 
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structured to position ELLs within an equal playing field of success compared to 
that of their mainstream peers. Few studies, however, have yet to look at the 
actual implementation of the policy within the classroom. One such study, after 
observing the implementation of the four-hour block, found the following:  
Most importantly, the goals of Arizona’s four-hour SEI model are not 
being realized in the manner in which ADE hoped: students are not 
becoming proficient in the one-year allotted time frame, nor is their 
instruction matching that of native-English speaking peers which has 
implications on their overall school success. This will almost certainly 
widen the achievement gap between ELL students and their mainstream 
peers and create more problems which remain to be seen. (Lillie et al., 
2010, p. 53) 
 
Resources: Teacher quality and materials.  The study by Lillie et al. 
(2010) found that materials were scarce, especially for ELLs at the high school 
level. Resources as essential as textbooks were often not in existence at some high 
schools, and computers were not always a given. In some cases teachers 
commented that they were only allowed three reams of paper a year and that they 
had to make up their own teaching materials since none were provided. Even 
while schools are supposed to provide compensatory education to help the ELL 
students achieve on par with their native-speaking peers, the Lillie et al. study 
also found that no observed schools provided any type of after-school instruction 
or summer school. How can students with no resources and teachers struggling to 
teach succeed in school? What is more, in Arizona teachers are only required to 
have “approximately only 10% of the preparation most cited as needed to 
effectively serve [ELLs]” (García, Wiese, & Cuéllar, 2011, p. 151). 
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Some teachers have agency to fight back against the state (i.e., ADE), but 
not much. They may have some within their own classroom walls, as evidenced 
by those few teachers who recognized their students’ funds of knowledge (Lillie 
et al., 2010). However, as Tollefson (1991) notes, the burden falls on the 
shoulders of those most oppressed—the ELLs—and if they cannot carry this 
burden (or fight back strongly against such a force, which is not surprising 
considering how much power is already in place for the state), then they may see 
leaving as the only “out” and choose that over staying in school as a way of 
exercising their personal agency. Even teachers who may be aware of the 
hegemony and inequalities their ELL students face, Tollefson (1991) argues that 
they do not all “confront the historical or structural forces that impose policies of 
inequality and that ensure that non-pedagogical factors will overwhelm even the 
most well-motivated learners” (p. 209) and thus teachers will continue to lament 
the lack of materials, the need for more training, and more ELL strategies.  
Content for education requirements missing.  Because of their 
neoclassical orientation, the ADE might argue their program is a promotion-
oriented policy (Wiley, 2007) since they stress the importance of learning 
English. However, at the cost of “learning English”, students are not receiving 
core content classes. Instead of content, the students are forced to learn discrete 
English skills while focusing on “time on task” theories of learning and 
perpetuating the disjointedness of learning English apart from academic content. 
Research shows that a separation of academic content from language skills does 
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not ensure successful language acquisition; in fact, it is harmful to the overall 
educational success of an ELL student. As Krashen et al. (2007) advise  
the primary purpose of schooling for all children, including ELLs, is the 
development of academic subject matter knowledge. A curriculum which 
separates subject matter instruction from language teaching in an effort to 
focus on the latter will not only risk creating significant educational 
deficits in learners, but will also fail to provide meaningful contexts for 
language acquisition in school. (p.8)  
 
Keeping curriculum separate creates an isolated learning environment and this 
removes the meaningfulness of language learning. In fact, if ELLs were enrolled 
in more “rigorous courses [they would] actually perform better in school than 
those with the same or better language proficiency” (Gándara & Orfield, 2010b, 
p. 11). 
Segregation from non-ELLs.  Segregation in Arizona has been called 
hypersegregation (Arias, 2007; Gifford & Valdés, 2006). Segregation not only 
occurs via school and classroom segregation (“two-fold’ segregation, see e.g., 
Gándara & Orfield, 2010b), but is also linguistic. This latter type of segregation is 
what results from the SEI model implementation and implicates issues with 
linguistic isolation students already may face in their home life (see e.g., Arias, 
2007 for a further discussion). Linguistic segregation within schools only 
exacerbates the negative outcomes of school segregation. When students are 
segregated by school, they face more poverty, less resources and “less successful 
peers” (Gándara & Orfield, p. 6). These students are also more likely to drop out.  
It is reported that ELLs in Arizona are in these segregated, higher poverty 
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schools, so with this wall against their learning, how is it that they can be truly 
successful in schools? Or even want to stay in them? 
Graduation.  Uriarte, Tung, Lavan, and Diez (2010) show the direct 
impact of restrictive language policies on ELLs. They compared the outcomes of 
ELLs with non-ELLs within the context of Massachusetts’s Question 2. 
Ultimately, what Uriarte et al. found is that after Question 2 was passed dropout 
rates for high school ELL students increased dramatically; in fact, three years 
after Question 2 passed “[ELLs] had the highest annual high school dropout rates” 
(p. 78). In 2006, about 44% of ELLs dropped out in early high school years, and 
another 46% dropped out in later high school years. This finding is huge and 
disturbing, but it helps further the argument that restrictive language policies are 
hurting students.  
Other major findings regarding student graduation rates (Lillie et al., 
2010) were that students at the secondary level were not getting the credits they 
needed to graduate in a typical four-year timeframe, some students were 
physically and socially isolated from school peers which sometimes negatively 
affected their identity, and students were “falling off pace with their ‘mainstream’ 
peers in age-grade appropriate academic achievement in lower grades and 
positioning them to fail to meet high school graduation and college entrance 
requirements” (p. 52).  One potential problem that this four-hour block might be 
creating is that ELLs are more at-risk of dropping out of school due to ELLs 
disengaging themselves from the school process.  
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Arizona’s model is most assuredly a restrictive-oriented policy (Wiley, 
2007), and neoclassical in its approach. Tollefson (1991) does suggest that strict 
policies as enforced in states like Arizona helps restrict ELLs’ access to power, 
politics, and economic resources, and that “the dropout rate is likely to increase 
among children who do not speak English, while those who remain in school will 
fall further behind” (p. 128). Arizona’s policy is not only educationally restrictive; 
it has implications beyond education. As Tollefson says, it restricts students’ 
present and future politically, socially, and economically. This may be true to the 
point where perhaps younger students enrolled in the program are, as Tollefson 
(1991) might suggest, unaware of the massive impact this policy has on their 
lives—although the beginning seeds of awareness may arise in their middle and 
high school years with evidence of higher rates of ELLs dropping out of school. 
This school-leaving may be representative of the only personal agency ELLs have 
in response to the system. Thus, again, there is an acute need to look at the 
language policy in place as it relates to dropping out of school for language 
minority students. 
Dropping Out of School   
Nationally, for the school year 2008-2009, Arizona has the second worst 
dropout rate at 8.3%, second only to Illinois’s 11.7% (Stillwell, Sable, & Plotts, 
2011). The highest rate of dropouts occurred in 12
th
 grade (11%), followed 
closely by students dropping out in the 9
th
 grade (8%). Similar to the findings 
regarding differences in dropouts among ethnic groups, the Hispanic dropout rate 
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in Arizona was at 10.2%, slightly above African Americans and lower than 
American Indians (Stillwell et al., 2011).  
Hispanics in Arizona made up the highest number of students enrolled 
throughout the state, accounting for about 41% of the total school enrollment 
population (Chen, 2011). ELLs make up about 11.5% of the total school 
population in Arizona (CCD, NCES 08-09 school year
8
). Per the Arizona State 
2009-2010 Report Card (http://www.ade.az.gov/srcs/statereportcards/ ), only 44% 
of this ELL population in 2009 graduated in the typical four-year timeframe. This 
is half of the White and Asian population (83% and 88% respectively), and about 
30% lower than the African-American population. Hispanics overall in 2009 were 
only at the 69% mark for graduation in four years, statewide. Hispanics are at 
almost two times greater risk of having not completed high school than others in 
the United States (García & Wiese, 2002; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011).  When 
this subgroup is narrowed further to Mexicans, the number is almost four times 
higher for not finishing high school. What is it, however, that is causing these 
students to leave school?  
Numerous studies have looked at why students drop out of high school 
(Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack, & Rock, 1986; Fernandez, Paulsen, & Hirano-
Nakanishi, 1989; García & Wiese, 2002; Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999; Hahn & 
Danzberger, 1987; MacGregor-Mendoza, 1999; Rumberger, 1987, 1995, 2004; 
Rumberger & Larson, 1998; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011; Steinberg, Blinde, & 
                                                          
8
 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The 
Common Core of Data (CCD), "Local Education Agency Universe Survey," 
2008-09, Version 1a. 
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Chan, 1984; Wehlage & Rutter, 1986). Dropouts are defined, typically, as one 
who is no longer enrolled in school or does not have a high school diploma 
(Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). It is somewhat problematic to define who is a 
dropout because every state or school district may do so differently. Dropouts 
may be those who leave school voluntarily, others may be forced out as a result of 
attendance policies, while other students may drop out but return later on to finish 
in some form or other (Fernandez et al., 1999; Rumberger, 2004; Rumberger & 
Rodríguez, 2011). Some of the events or details suggested as potential influences 
are both individual aspects as well as the schooling process itself. Influences 
affecting dropout rates and likelihood include repeated failing grades and test 
scores, educational instability (such as moving frequently or changing schools), 
poor academic achievement, immigration status, grade retention (and thus age), 
families and communities, employment, pregnancy, delinquent behavior, and 
finally, language background (Hahn & Danzberger, 1987; Rumberger, 1987, 
1995, 2004; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011; Steinberg et al., 1984).  
Language minorities dropping out.  Unfortunately, ELLs face many of 
the factors which are high indicators for dropping out, particularly in states with 
restrictive language policies such as Arizona, California, and Massachusetts. For 
example, ELLs already are disadvantaged by the fact that they are either 
immigrants or children of immigrants and have a different language background. 
They also face repeated testing in a language other than their own (i.e., the state-
mandated tests such as Arizona’s AIMS), particularly if they do not succeed at 
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meeting the minimum requirement for passing the test. Many ELLs are migrant 
families, and thus may see various educational settings which can cause 
educational instability. If ELLs do not pass the AZELLA and remain in language 
programs where they do not receive adequate amounts of content per year in order 
to keep up with their native-English speaking peers, then the students will 
struggle to meet grade-level course requirements and may face grade retention. 
When a student is held back, then they are older than their peers and, oftentimes, 
ELLs are older than their peers anyway (Rumberger & Larson, 1998). Also, if 
drop-out rates for Mexican American and Central American students are the 
highest dropout rates, even among all Latino groups (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 
2011), and most Arizona ELLs are Latino (Cosentino de Cohen et al., 2005), it 
would not be a reach to argue that ELLs in Arizona face many challenges which 
could lead to a higher risk of dropping out.  
A few studies were conducted looking specifically at the subject of 
dropping out in conjunction with language minority status. Steinberg et al. (1984) 
completed an exhaustive literature review on dropouts, and related this to ELLs. 
One of the major findings of their research was that ELLs drop out more than 
non-ELLs, and this number is increased for Hispanic ELLs above that of non-
Hispanic ELLs. They claimed that Hispanic origin, in addition to language use, 
contributes to the overall dropout rate, albeit not controlling for SES. Hispanics 
were two times more likely to drop out, regardless of their primary language or 
ELL status. However, when looking at ELL status, ELLs were four times more 
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likely than non-ELLs to drop out and this was especially true if the ELLs in 
question were of Hispanic origin. They also found that ELLs living in a non-
English house dropped out at a rate of 40%, whereas even those English speakers 
who grew up in a non-English speaking house only dropped out at a rate of 12%. 
Berenzy (1989) did discriminant analysis and regression analysis using the 
High School and Beyond survey and found a number of factors which were 
significant for ELLs to drop out. Her discriminant analysis of the variables was 
able to accurately classify 69% of those students who did drop out versus those 
who stayed in school. Specifically, she found that students with low academic 
achievement who used a language other than English outside of the school 
environment, worked 15 or more hours a week, and were not involved in a special 
school program (such as work-study) showed an increased likelihood of dropping 
out. What is problematic with her finding about language use is that she failed to 
consider the fact that many ELLs are linguistically isolated (Gándara & Orfield, 
2010b; see also, Arias, 2007).  
Cortina (2009) looked at academic achievement of students in New York 
of Mexican descent. Within her data set, she included not only demographic 
variables such as the language spoken at home, but also the length of time in 
which a student spent involved in an ELL program. She comments, rightly so, that 
schools in the U.S. are not taking into account the fact that many Mexican 
immigrant students come after they have completed 9
th
 grade (their last grade of 
our equivalent middle school) and thus have many years of schooling behind 
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them. As Cortina states, “the educational system works primarily for those who 
start early and adapt quickly to the prevailing culture and language” (p. 128). She 
also found within her analysis that the longer a student was in an ELL program, 
the lower the chances were for graduating, reporting “each additional year spent 
in ELL classes accounted for a 33% decrease in the odds of graduating from high 
school, controlling for all other variables in the model” (p. 125). This number 
increased to 58% when talking about the chances of actually receiving a Regents 
diploma. Cortina also commented that students involved in segregated ELL 
programs for the four years of their high school term was one of the strongest 
predictors for dropping out. What is alarming here is that New York, overall, is 
less restrictive in its policies when compared to Arizona, so what does it mean for 
students involved in a highly restrictive environment in terms of their overall 
academic success chances?  
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CHAPTER III: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
As it has been stated, it is crucial that language policy be examined in 
relation to dropout predictors for language minority students. This is especially 
true for those who are involved in highly restrictive language policies against their 
individual choice. Students who have no voice in their language use and learning 
may see dropping out as their only means by which to fight against an oppressive, 
neoclassical system. 
A Larger Conceptual Framework 
Evidence from studies assert that dropping out is and/or can be a problem 
that ELLs will face; to fully understand why or how students drop out of school, 
however, it is important to have a larger framework by which to analyze 
influences that may lead to a higher dropout rate and then relate this to ELLs 
more specifically. Rumberger (2004) has two conceptual frameworks based on 
different perspectives for why students drop out: individual level influences and 
institutional ones. Table 2 shows the two frameworks with the factors within each 
category. As Rumberger (2004) notes, both are essential and “necessary to 
understand this complex phenomenon” (p. 133); hence, these two shall be viewed 
as one conceptual framework which will need two major additions when dealing 
with the influences on dropping out for language minority students. This 
framework is modified from one presented by Rumberger and Larson (1998). 
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Table 2   
Factors which Influence Dropout Rates 
Individual Factors Examples 
Student Engagement  
     Academic engagement Doing homework; classroom participation 
     Social engagement Peer/teacher relationships; school activities 
     Absenteeism Missing class; high absentee rates 
Educational Achievement  
     Educational Attainment Years of schooling completed; course 
requirements met 
     Stability School mobility; migration 
     Academic Achievement Grades; test scores 
Student Background Immigrant status; 1
st
 language; ethnicity; sex; age 
Grade retention When held back in school; age of student 
Institutional Factors  
Families Academic involvement/support; discipline 
Schools  
     Student Composition Issues of segregation; social makeup of student 
body 
     Resources Teacher quality; access to educational materials 
     Structure Size of school 
     Processes/Practices i.e., subtractive schooling policies 
Communities & Peers Friends drop out; employment outside of school 
 
Individual factors.  The Individual framework looks at the behaviors and 
attitudes of the students in school, thus, their engagement. Student engagement 
includes two major caveats: academic engagement (or engaging with one’s 
learning) and social engagement, which includes the social aspect of school. 
Inclusive in all of this, and therefore under the major factor of student 
engagement, is whether or not students have high rates of absenteeism. Within 
40 
 
educational achievement, there are three interrelated elements (Rumberger, 2004). 
These are educational attainment, stability, and academic achievement. A 
student’s background is also influential on both their engagement and 
achievement, including any aspirations the student may have (Rumberger 1995, 
2004; Steinberg, Blinde, & Chan, 1984). Lastly, whether or not a student has been 
retained is very significant in dropout rates, and is therefore included in the 
Individual framework.  
Student engagement. There are two aspects underneath the predictor 
known as student engagement: academic engagement and social engagement. 
Student engagement predicts dropping out, even when other factors such as 
student background and educational achievement are controlled (Rumberger & 
Rodríguez, 2011). Overall, the more a student is engaged, either academically or 
socially, the less likely they are to drop out. Therefore, the  attachment to school 
will be greater the more a student is engaged (Ekstrom et al., 1986; Rumberger, 
2004; Rumberger & Larson, 1998; Steinberg et al., 1984; Wehlage & Rutter, 
1986). Academic engagement includes students’ attitudes towards their work in 
school, their participation in classroom activities, and overall attitudes towards the 
school itself. Social engagement includes not only how students see one another, 
but also the perceptions students have of their relationships with their teachers at 
school. Absenteeism is depicted underneath the umbrella of student engagement 
and is one of the most “common indicators of student disengagement” 
(Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011, p. 82); if a student does not attend school or 
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class, they can hardly be engaged (Ekstrom et al., 1986; Goldschmit & Wang, 
1999; Rumberger 1995, 2004; Rumberger & Larson, 1998; Wehlage & Rutter, 
1986). Wehlage and Rutter (1986) noted that dropouts perceived a lack of interest 
from the teachers, felt there was an unequal discipline policy, and had high 
numbers of absences. It was discovered that students who were absent 25% of the 
time were extremely likely to drop out of school (Rumberger, 1995; Rumberger & 
Larson, 1998). 
Steinberg et al. (1984) found in their review of the literature that ELLs’ 
experiences at schools have been shown to experience teacher/student 
relationships that are negative, thus impacting the overall school experiences for 
those students. This in turn affects the likelihood of dropping out. The more 
negative the experiences, the more likely ELL students are to leave school. They 
commented that this negative interaction may be the result of ideologies and 
beliefs about language use, with teachers holding a deficit perspective towards 
ELLs’ language abilities. This finding is similar to current literature about 
Arizona’s language policy towards ELLs as discussed previously. In fact, 
Steinberg et al. (1984) hypothesize in their conclusions that the reason Hispanic 
ELLs may be dropping out at a higher rate than others is because of “institutional 
forces that differentially impede the educational progress of youngsters…we 
suspect that prejudice against Hispanic youngsters on the part of school personnel 
is widespread in some parts of the country” (p. 128).  
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Student engagement was also a large finding for Ekstrom et al. (1986). 
They found that cutting class was higher for dropouts compared to those who 
stayed in school. Dropouts also have lower levels of participation in school 
activities (including extracurricular), and do not like “working hard in school” (p. 
360). They likewise found that students looked to how they perceived their peers’ 
feelings towards them as main reasons for dropping out; if students felt alienated 
from their peers, they were more likely to drop out. ELL students in Arizona have 
been observed to notice differences between themselves and native English-
speaking students as early as kindergarten (Lillie et al., 2010). If students are 
aware of differences amongst themselves due to a language program, this most 
likely will increase a feeling of alienation which Ekstrom et al. (1986) stressed as 
significant for dropouts’ reasons for leaving school. 
Educational achievement.  Educational achievement involves not only 
attainment and stability, but also the overall academic achievement of the 
individual student in regards to grades and test scores (Ekstrom et al., 1986; 
Fernandez et al., 1989; Goldschmit & Wang, 1999; Rumberger, 1995, 2004; 
Rumberger & Larson, 1998; Steinberg et al., 1984; Wehlage & Rutter, 1986). 
Studies have shown the importance of academic achievement for overall 
likelihood of student dropouts, with some arguing that GPA is one of the strongest 
predictors (MacGregor-Mendoza, 1999; see also Ekstrom et al., 1986; 
Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999; Rumberger, 1995, 2004; Rumberger & Larson, 
1998).   
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Stability is very important for students enrolled in school. This aspect 
involves whether students move from school to school, or if they are even 
continuously enrolled. ELLs, particularly those who are migrant families, may not 
have this stability. Rumberger and Larson (1998) found that students who 
transferred schools were less likely to finish high school.  
Regarding grades, scores on tests for math and reading showed that middle 
school students who scored higher in these areas were less likely to drop out of 
school (Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999; see also Fernandez et al., 1999; Steinberg et 
al., 1984). Obviously, ELLs are at an automatic disadvantage for success on 
reading tests since reading is one of the areas where they are most in need of 
support since they are learning a language. Counterintuitively, Goldschmidt and 
Wang found that high school students enrolled in remedial classes were less likely 
to drop out (see e.g., p. 726). Grades overall is one of the most strongly significant 
predictors for all ethnic groups, both boys and girls (Fernandez et al., 1999), and 
most dropouts reported receiving grades of “mostly Cs” (Ekstrom et al., 1986, p. 
358).  
ELLs, in part because of their language abilities, tend not to perform as 
well at school academically. Steinberg et al. (1984) noted that ELLs have higher 
levels of poor academic achievement and that a “combination of language 
minority status and Hispanic background appears to be associated with the 
increased likelihood of encountering educational difficulties” (p. 125). While at 
that time, no studies had determined whether language was a “determining 
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factor”, it was seen as “a critical element” in school success (Hahn & Danzberger, 
1987, p. 23-24). By the time Rumberger and Larson (1998) completed their study, 
they found that RC students (who in their study were lumped in with fluent 
English proficient students, otherwise known as FEP) were found to have higher 
grades than ELLs. Overall, Latino students who were monolingual English were 
less successful in school on all levels, below that of even RC and ELL students 
who were native-Spanish speakers. In fact, Rumberger and Larson (1998) found 
that the RC students who were now bilingual (having shown fluency in English 
and Spanish on California tests) performed the best in school and were the most 
successful group of students.  
Student background.  Student background influences both student 
engagement and educational achievement, and is thus featured within the 
Individual framework branch (Fernandez et al., 1989; Goldschmidt & Wang, 
1999; Hahn & Danzberger, 1987; MacGregor-Mendoza, 1999; Rumberger, 1995, 
2004; Rumberger & Larson, 1998; Steinberg et al., 1984). Demographic 
information about the student is important to know, including things like 
immigrant status, first language, ethnicity, sex, and age. SES is one of the largest 
predictors of dropping out (Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999; Rumberger, 2000). It is 
so much so that in almost every piece of literature on drop outs, SES is a control 
variable. Regarding other elements of student background, Hispanics are also 
consistently shown to drop out more than other groups (Fernandez et al., 1989; 
Rumberger, 2004; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). Fernandez et al. (1989) 
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claimed that being born outside of the U.S. is “positive for dropping out, and 
English proficiency has almost no effect for Hispanics” (p. 40); however, other 
studies have shown that immigrant status does not influence dropout rates until 
the third-generation (Rumberger, 1995; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). This is 
largely due to what is referred to as parental optimism and influence over 
students’ attitudes towards taking school more seriously when they are recent 
arrivals to the U.S., as compared to those subsequent generations where students 
have more fully assimilated to American culture and have less parental academic 
investment/optimism (Kao & Tienda, 1995). Furthermore, as Freeman and 
Freeman (2004) note, “although dropout rates vary across national origin groups, 
they rise for all groups in the third and subsequent generations. Students of 
Mexican origin drop out at a rate at least double the national average” (p. 2). 
Grade level is important when talking about retention, but when combined 
with age, grade level becomes significant in its own right (Goldschmidt & Wang, 
1999; Hahn & Danzberger, 1987). Sophomore year seems to be the most 
significant grade level at which dropping out occurs. Rumberger and Larson 
(1989) also found in their study that RC students were less likely to be “over-age” 
for the grades in which they were enrolled, as compared to ELLs. If students are 
overage (usually a result of grade retention, although sometimes due to entry into 
the school system, particularly for immigrants), it was found that students were 
then 80% more likely to drop out of school.  
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Studies have shown, also, that there is variation as to whether boys or girls 
drop out more. It appears that girls drop out for reasons such as pregnancy, while 
boys are dropping out for employment or because of boredom (Rumberger, 2004; 
Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). Many argue that girls drop out more often than 
boys, particularly Hispanic females (Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999; Fernandez et 
al., 1989), while some find that boys drop out at a higher rate (Ekstrom et al., 
1986). Goldschmidt and Wang (1999) found that girls in middle school are 1.37 
times more likely than boys to drop out and that this does not change at the high 
school level, it is simply less pronounced.  
In conjunction with academic achievement, language has been noted as an 
aspect of student background which influences dropout rates (Goldschmidt & 
Wang, 1999; Hahn & Danzberger, 1987). Fernandez et al. (1989) caution, 
however, that how language background influences the dropout rates is not well-
founded and that perhaps non-English speakers leave school more so as a result of 
school policies and environments which lead to a more “negative school 
environment” as compared to their mainstreamed peers (p. 27). ELLs are typically 
those who are living in cities, have a first language that is not English, are mostly 
of immigrant status (if not themselves then their parents, thus making them 
second-generation), and may be of lower SES status (Cosentino de Cohen et al., 
2005; Crawford & Krashen, 2007; Gándara & Orfield, 2010a). Therefore, the 
student background of an ELL student could be very significant for the purposes 
of analyzing the framework discussed here.  
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Grade retention.  Finally, grade retention fits within the individual reasons 
for dropping out and is therefore included here (Fernandez et al., 1989; 
Goldschmit & Wang, 1999; MacGregor-Mendoza, 1999; NELS, 1988; 
Rumberger, 1995, 2004; Steinberg et al., 1984). This factor is one of the most 
consistent and significant predictors of dropping out. Goldschmidt and Wang 
(1999) looked at retention for middle and high school students. They found that 
for those enrolled in middle school, if a student is held back even by one grade, 
this doubled the risk of them dropping out while still in middle school (see p. 
726). Retention was still significant at the high school level. Fernandez et al. 
(1989) also found that age had the strongest effect within their regression model, 
and was related to grade retention. Alarmingly, students who are retained in 
school are 11 times more likely to drop out (Rumberger, 1995), and this is 
extremely significant when held back at earlier grades (i.e., grades 1-8). Being an 
ELL student also means that one is more likely to be held back; Steinberg et al. 
(1984) found this to be true in their review. Gándara et al. (2010) reminds us that 
ELLs being retained in school is nothing new; as far back as 1911 the “U.S. 
immigration service found that 77% of Italian, 60% of Russian, and 51% of 
German immigrant children were one or more grade levels behind in school” as 
compared to White children (p. 24). 
Institutional factors.  Rumberger (2004) discusses the Institutional 
framework as important because “individual attitudes and behaviors are shaped by 
the institutional settings where people live” (p. 137). Within this framework, 
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families are important. Schools are just as important, structurally, as are families 
in this framework. There are four key elements of the school factor: the 
composition of the school, resources to which the school and students have 
access, the structural makeup of the school itself (e.g., location, size), and the 
policies and practices of the school. How schools influence dropout rates is less 
clear (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011; MacGregor-Mendoza 1999). Some 
qualitative, ethnographic studies argue that schooling processes are pushing kids 
out of school (see e.g., Romo & Falbo 1996; Valenzuela 1999). Of the four types 
of schooling influences the processes and practices are those which schools and 
policymakers do have control over (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). One final 
piece of the institutional framework is that of the communities in which the 
schools are located.  
Families.  The literature discusses the importance of families in many 
ways, from parenting styles to involvement in activities. For the purposes of this 
study’s framework, this factor revolves around the support given to the student. 
This support means not just academic, such as through helping with homework, 
but also through parent/teacher interactions and parent/child discussions of what 
the future will bring once high school is over (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). As 
Rumberger and Rodríguez stated, “students from families that stress joint 
decision-making are… less influenced by their peers, have better social attitudes 
and behaviors, do better in school and are more likely to graduate” (p. 84). In fact, 
one of seven variables Romo and Falbo (1996) found as important for the family 
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influence on children’s success in school was that parents continually reinforced 
and supported the idea of staying in school, while the parents themselves 
maintained constant communication with their children’s teachers. Goldschmit 
and Wang (1999) discussed how family influence was more important at the high 
school level than for other grades. Ekstrom et al. (1986) noted that students who 
do not plan past high school are more likely to drop out. They further remarked 
that students in less supportive families also completed less homework. ELLs may 
not be able to fully understand homework assigned to them, nor do they always 
have the support of parents or other family members to assist them with school 
work at home, thus indicating that they may not do homework as often and 
therefore have this factor be significant.   
Resources.  This aspect is a part of the school factor and includes access 
to financial and human resources (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011), 
teacher/student ratios, and quality. It also involves the types of materials and 
supplies that are available to teachers and students to make their education more 
effective. There is some question over how significant this aspect is (see e.g., 
Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). ELLs are not always provided with adequate 
resources, both in regard to materials or teachers. Teachers often report not 
feeling prepared enough to work with ELLs (de Jong, Arias, & Sánchez, 2010; 
Gándara & Hopkins, 2010; Lillie et al., 2010). If this is the case, then it might be 
that ELLs perceive their teacher’s quality to be less than that of other students’. 
Hispanic students in Rumberger’s (1995) study were less satisfied with the quality 
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of their teaching, deeming the quality to be that of a lower level. Further, students 
who deemed their teachers to be of better quality were less likely to drop out 
(Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). How will students enrolled in the language 
program in Arizona feel about their teachers, many of whom follow the scripted, 
prescribed curriculum of the SEI model and enforce such negative, exclusionary 
feelings of otherness sometimes as simply through the English-only style posters 
on the walls (e.g., Lillie et al., 2010)? If students are bored in their English 
classes, this is most likely in part due to the quality of the teaching, so it would be 
important when considering ELLs and attachment to school to see how influential 
social engagement is to the framework. 
Student composition.  Rumberger and Rodríguez (2011) comment on how 
student composition of a school is significant, even when controlling for student 
background. What makes up student composition, however, is not always clearly 
defined nor researched. Basically, this is the social composition of students at 
school, not how they interact with one another like in the student engagement 
factor, but how schools are institutionally composed. Orfield (2009) writes that 
the fact some students (e.g., Latinos) more likely attend higher poverty, 
segregated schools contributes to the higher dropout rates, compared to that of 
Asian and White students who may attend schools which are less segregated or of 
high poverty. Rumberger and Tran (2010) found that academic achievement for 
ELLs was related to the amount of segregation they faced; they state that “the 
school-related factors that have the most impact on both student achievement and 
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the [ELL] achievement gap are related to student composition of schools….so the 
most effective strategy to improve their achievement may involve creating more 
integrated schools” (p. 100). Valencia, Menchaca, and Donato (2002) also state 
that the segregation within schools is an institutional factor which leads to school 
failure. Their argument is that the racial/ethnic isolation of these students from 
others denies Chicano students from equal education opportunities. Typically, 
such segregation is deemed as necessary in order to “learn English” (see Valencia 
et al., 2002; also Gándara & Orfield, 2010b). Segregating students, thus the 
student composition, can affect students in the following manner: lower academic 
achievement as a result of fewer educational opportunities, and an increased 
likelihood of not completing school. Segregation, no matter the purpose, has 
adverse effects for ELLs. 
Schools in which students are ethnically/racially segregated are oftentimes 
schools with high numbers of ELLs; thus, they also face linguistic isolation and 
segregation (Gándara & Orfield, 2010b; Valencia et al., 2002). By virtue of the 
SEI model in Arizona alone, it has been shown that ELL students are segregated 
from the rest of the school community (Lillie et al., 2010). What, then, does this 
mean for the student composition factor in relation to dropouts? It is likely that 
this factor, in conjunction with the school policy, will be highly significant.  
Processes/Practices.  Policymakers should have considerable interest in 
this factor. Schools, for the most part, have control over the policies and practices 
at their site (Rumberger, 2004). General policies can impact the overall 
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effectiveness of a school (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011) and thus be indirect in 
their influence on dropouts. This may be interacting with student engagement. 
There is also the fact that school policies, such as attendance or discipline 
procedures, can affect the involuntary withdrawal of students from school. 
Valenzuela (1999) wrote extensively about how school policies can produce 
dropouts via their subtractive schooling processes. Schools in her book viewed 
students’ L1, home culture, and values as negative and detrimental to their 
chances at school; in essence, a completely deficit perspective. Those schools 
who viewed these same student characteristics as positive and had a more additive 
schooling policy perspective, saw fewer dropouts.  
Communities and peers.  The most significant portion of this aspect of the 
Institutional framework by Rumberger (2004) is how much employment and 
opportunity is found within the communities where students live. Lower SES 
communities may not provide enough to students in regards to resources, 
activities, and programs (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). These types of 
communities may also have a higher concentration of students who have already 
dropped out, thus creating an arena where students’ peers are negative influences 
for staying in school. Poorer areas may see the increase of students working, in 
order to help with providing for the family. Goldschmidt and Wang (1999) 
discovered that students who worked 20 or more hours a week had an increased 
chance of dropping out of school. Ekstrom et al. (1986) found that dropouts 
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tended to be more involved with work than school, with work being more 
enjoyable.  
What is Missing: Sociolinguistic and Restrictive Language Policy Impacts 
While the framework seems all-encompassing, when talking specifically 
about the influences that ELL students may have in addition to those other factors 
listed here, one must add to the framework above. MacGregor-Mendoza’s (1999) 
study focused on the sociolinguistic element of the Mexican-American students 
and the dropout rates in the Midwest. She found that the argument regarding 
Spanish is “responsible for the lack of academic achievement of U.S. Mexican 
youths is completely unfounded” (p. xiv) and that higher use of a students’ L1 
helped with high levels of academic achievement. Further, English use was not a 
factor which would promise academic success. A sociolinguistic factor is 
important for any research on ELLs and is especially so when looking at ELLs in 
a linguistically restricted state. Since it is argued here that Arizona’s model is 
built upon a deficit perspective, and fits Wiley’s (2007) categorization of 
restrictive language policies, it is important to acknowledge students’ attitudes 
towards English, their home language, and language use, especially how all of 
this relates to school. 
 In view of the ongoing debate of whether or not English-only or English 
Plus
9
 is a more successful way to educate ELLs, and prior studies such as 
MacGregor-Mendoza’s (1999) which found that a students’ use of L1 did not 
                                                          
9
 English Plus is the antidote campaign/force to English-Only proponents, arguing 
that knowing English in addition to other languages is best.  
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significantly predict higher dropout rates due to lower academic achievement but 
the exact opposite, considering a sociolinguistic aspect is very important when 
looking at language minority students’ attachment to school. Fernandez et al. 
(1989), however, found that males more proficient in Spanish, regardless of their 
English proficiency, were more likely to drop out. Therefore, a sociolinguistic 
variable must be added to Rumberger’s (2004) framework, and will include 
elements regarding students’ attitudes towards not just their L1 but also English. 
Attitudes towards one’s language use is largely an internal process (albeit 
influenced perhaps by external forces), so therefore, this sociolinguistic variable 
should be incorporated within the individual portion of the dropout conceptual 
framework.  
The last and perhaps most significant variable upon which this study is 
based and must be added is that of the restrictive language policy under which 
Arizona currently has ELL students involved. Like Wehlage and Rutter (1986) 
argued, many of the factors that are attributed to the individual, such as poor 
grades, low self-esteem, and negative school attitudes, were not clearly measured 
as being “brought to the school or produced by school experiences” (p. 375). 
They argued that research needed to examine not just the characteristics of the 
students as individuals, but “those institutional characteristics that affect the 
marginal student in a negative manner” (p. 377). Cortina (2009) also mentioned 
the fact that ELLs who arrived in schools only to find that they were to be 
segregated into ELL classes “tends to decrease their enthusiasm and commitment 
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to their academic progress” (p. 129). She stressed, much like Tollefson (1991) 
argues, that barriers such as the ELL programs in schools, are “closely connected 
to economic and social inequalities within the U.S. society” (Cortina, 2009, p. 
129). Cortina very clearly argues the fact that the underlying social and economic 
inequities these students face, in conjunction with the segregated ELL programs 
they are forced to participate in, impacts their overall academic performance and 
thus perpetuates a vicious cycle of subordination. While Rumberger’s (2004) 
framework addresses school processes and practices, it does so at the generalized 
level of attendance policies, discipline procedures and such. ELLs have all of that 
in addition to the specific language policy that is imposed by the school; that 
schools also have the power (to some degree) to change this policy which as 
Rumberger noted, is a key aspect of this variable. The processes/practices variable 
in the framework, therefore, must be expanded to include all influences and 
potential impacts of any language policies in place when addressing LMs’ 
attachment to school and is forthwith called “policies/practices”. 
It is clear that there are multiple factors that influence dropping out of 
school. What is not yet clear for language minority students involved in restrictive 
language policies is which factor is most significant. ELL students are like any 
other students in that these factors will touch their lives in some way. However, 
ELLs in Arizona have the additional burden of attending a school where the 
chances of graduating high school are that much smaller due to a policy that is 
restrictive both educationally and socially. The SEI model limits ELLs’ 
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opportunities for complete school involvement. They are alienated, “ghettoized”, 
and stigmatized from the school at large, as well as precluded from keeping up 
with their native English speaking peers. If students are enrolled in an 
environment which is so negative, are they themselves involved in their schooling 
process or do they begin to detach from school? Might it be, perhaps, that the 
school is succeeding (if Tollefson is correct) in keeping these students from ever 
reaching their true potential, and thus the power balance as longed for by the 
lawmakers is kept in place? It could be argued, then, that Rumberger’s variable of 
processes/practices as expanded to include language explicit policies—especially 
those built on a deficit perspective and negative ideologies about ELLs—which 
could have the most impact on ELL students’ attachment to school. Therefore, the 
following questions are asked:  
1. What are current ELL students’ and RC students’ attitudes towards 
being in/having been in Arizona’s four hour model? 
a. Further, specifically what does a schedule look like for ELL 
students enrolled in Arizona’s four hour model?  
b. How are ELL students doing, academically, in their non-SEI 
classes? 
c. Are RC students performing well, academically, after exiting 
the SEI model? 
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2. Are ELL or RC students aware of any implications related to their 
school achievement as a result of being in/having been in the Arizona 
model?  
3. What levels of attachment do ELL and RC students have to their 
school, and do they differ in that attachment?  
4. Does the Arizona SEI policy account for ELLs’ and RC students’ 
attachment to school above and beyond that of other predictors related 
to school attachment and dropout rates?   
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CHAPTER IV: METHODOLOGY 
 This study was quantitative in nature, with a small portion allowing for 
qualitative discussion and findings. One section of the survey addresses the 
language policy in place in Arizona schools and thus is an added factor to 
Rumberger’s (2004) dropout conceptual framework. Another section of the 
survey specifically deals with language attitudes, thus adding a sociolinguistic 
variable to the framework, as per MacGregor-Mendoza’s (1999) findings. The 
other portions of the survey are in place to ensure that influential factors as 
explained by the literature on dropping out and as depicted in Rumberger’s (2004) 
conceptual framework are addressed, particularly as these factors relate to an 
overall attachment to school.  
Sampling 
Due to the subsequent years since the passage of Proposition 203, all 
schools in Arizona are now mandated to enroll their ELLs in the four hour model. 
This sample only includes schools in which the four-hour block is currently in 
place; schools which had bilingual programs were not included. Both middle and 
high schools were chosen due to the literature suggestion that students drop out as 
early as 9
th
 grade (Rumberger, 1995; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). This means 
that students’ attitudes about school at the middle school level are just as 
important to understand as they are at the high school level.  
None of the school districts sampled here met the federal requirements for 
AYP (http://www.ade.az.gov/azlearns/aypdeterminations.asp) according to the 
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Department of Education’s file “AYP Determinations for All Districts/Charter 
Holders” of 2009-2010, and two of the three districts with schools sampled here 
were of Title I status. All of the schools were located in urban/suburban areas of 
the state and are representative of districts with a higher population of English 
language learners in schools (see Table 3). Further, as evidenced in the table, 
these large districts had higher percentages of free/reduced lunch participants. 
This was important to account for Rumberger’s (2004) influential factor of 
schools’ structural characteristics on dropout rates (i.e., school size), as well as 
findings from the dropout literature pertaining to the impact of lower SES.  
 
Table 3 
School District and Sample Compositions 
Sample Site Total 
Population 
Enrolled 
% Hispanic % ELL
10
 % Free/Reduced 
Lunch 
District A 
     District-wide 57,406 55.65% 12.11% 52.70% 
     Sample Schools  8,701 56.27%  58.05% 
District B 
     District-wide 18,965 90.35% 40.48% 73.57% 
     Sample Schools 7,849 90.30%  73.95% 
District C 
     District-wide 25,182 77.99% 12.35% 66.05% 
     Sample Schools 1,907 75.61%  73.67% 
 
School District A is located in an urban/suburban city in the southern part 
of Arizona. All of the schools in District A have the four-hour block in place, 
after initially having an alternative model present. The middle schools sampled 
                                                          
10
 ELL percentages taken from the 2007-2008 year Census estimates per district, 
retrieved from www.greatschools.org. All other information from NCES, 
Common Core of Data, 2009, which represents the 2008-2009 school year, which 
can be accessed from http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/districtsearch/index.asp. 
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were all grades 6-8, and the high schools were all grades 9-12. Over half of the 
students are eligible to receive free or reduced lunches. The home language of the 
student population consists of a variety of language groups, including but not 
limited to Spanish (roughly 81%), English (10%), Somali, Arabic, French, 
Nepalese, Asian languages, and many other African languages. 
District B is located in central Arizona and contains almost four times the 
percentage of ELLs as that of the state-wide average percentage. The district itself 
is a K-8 district, however, only those schools which had students enrolled in 
grades 6-8 were sampled in this study. Spanish is the predominant home language 
of about 90% of this school district, but other languages such as Vietnamese, 
Arabic, European, and Indian languages exist. This district is also labeled as 
urban/suburban with a high percentage of students eligible for free/reduced 
lunches.  
School District C has only high schools serving the 9-12
th
 grade 
population. Again, a large percentage of their student population is eligible for 
free/reduced lunches and the district is categorized as urban/suburban. Primarily, 
91% of the school population has Spanish as their home language, but Somali, 
Vietnamese, Arabic, French, and other languages were evidenced at the school 
sites, including many other African languages. 
Participants   
Participants included students in grades 6 through 12 who are either 
currently enrolled in the four-hour SEI block (ELLs) or have been reclassified 
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(RC) and are within the two-year timeframe for being monitored.  All 
participation was voluntary. The participants were those for whom the PHLOTE 
and AZELLA test identified as an ELL at some point in the past three to four 
years. Based on the characteristics of the overall population sample, it is believed 
that most of the participants are of lower SES. The total number of students 
enrolled within the sample school sites who were given a survey can be seen in 
Table 4. All participants were identified by the ELL Department heads at each 
school district as fitting the label of current ELL student or RC/RFEP under the 
two-year monitoring period.  
 
 
Data Collection   
Procedure.  All potential school sites were approached for consent (see 
Appendix A). Once approval was granted, surveys were printed on colored paper 
to represent different school districts. The survey was given as a classroom 
assignment by the teacher, and then the results of which were given to the 
researcher for data analysis. All ELL four hour model SEI classroom teachers and 
all mainstream English teachers with RC students in their class were provided 
with survey packets totaling the number of students they have enrolled in their 
classes. The packet consisted of the survey in English and in Spanish, with a 
Table 4 
Survey Distribution 
 
School District Surveys Delivered 
A 623 
B 1,542 
C 99 
Total Distributed    2,264 
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single white envelope attached. The survey was given in both English and 
Spanish due to the high population of Spanish-speaking students enrolled in the 
SEI model, in order to help with better understanding the questions on the survey. 
A student consent form was also attached as the first page (see Appendices B and 
C). Upon completing the survey, students sealed their surveys inside the provided 
white envelope so as to ensure confidentiality and returned this to their teacher. 
All teachers delivered the sealed envelopes to their ELL department heads so that 
the researcher was able to pick up the completed surveys. The first set of surveys 
was delivered and administration began on April 19
th
, continuing on until the final 
set was returned on May 12
th
, 2011.   
Attitude survey.  Unidentifiable data was collected in the form of a 
survey (see Appendices D and E
11
). The survey consisted of an informational first 
page thus accounting for much of the demographic information, and four pages of 
five-point Likert-scale item questions investigating students’ attitudes. The five-
point Likert scale survey is based around Rumberger’s (2004) conceptual 
framework, addresses the language policy issue from a historical-structural lens 
by expanding the newly named policies/practices factor, and incorporates the 
addition of sociolinguistic considerations as a factor.  
There was a version for high school students (grades 9-12) and another for 
middle school students (grades 6-8), with one set for ELLs and another set for RC 
students. The researcher took precautions to increase the comprehensibility of the 
language of the questions between the grade-level surveys for the different age-
                                                          
11
 Only the high school ELL version is seen here, in English and Spanish. 
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groups. Slight variations in wording on some items helped to ensure that students 
at different stages of reading ability would be able to understand the questions. 
The survey was also provided in both English and Spanish, so as to further help 
reduce the chance of misunderstanding for any student who was labeled at the 
Pre-Emergent/Emergent identified level of language acquisition. 
In order to maintain reliability and validity, most of the survey questions 
were derived from other previously completed studies (see Table 5). Only one 
section of the survey was created by the researcher, that being the section 
specifically addressing Arizona’s restrictive language policy. Again, this was due 
to the lack of previously published surveys in this area. The purpose of these 
questions is to add to Rumberger’s (2004) conceptual framework’s school policies 
factor.  Most of the questions were pulled or modified from the NELS (1988) and 
MacGregor-Mendoza’s (1999) study on academic achievement for Midwestern 
Mexican youth. A few questions were adapted or taken directly from other 
studies, primarily dissertations, which also looked at factors related to dropping 
out among Hispanic/Latino adolescents (Lys, 2007; Ochoa, 1994; Vicuna, 2009) 
and were therefore similar in topic and more aligned with the purposes of this 
study. Questions on the attitude survey that the researcher used were grouped into 
the following categories: about the English classes (or previous participation in 
the English classes), the teachers, school in general, language, and the students’ 
feelings about their future and schooling. The first page of the survey consisted of 
a demographic section. This section was necessary to address some of the key 
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components that are suggested to be major factors in predicting student dropout 
rates. Table 5 delineates the breakdown of where the questions originated and 
whether or not they are grade-specific. 
 
Table 5   
Delineation of Questions in Survey 
Question Prior Study Usage Grade-specific 
     D1-D6; D11-D16 MacGregor-Mendoza, 1999; 
NELSª,1988  
     D7-D10 n/a  
About Your English Classes  
     1, 2, 4, 5 
 
n/a  
 
     3 Adapted from Ochoa (1994)  
About Your Teachers   
     6-7 Vicuna, 2009   
     8-12 Lys, 2007; NELS, 1988; 
Ochoa, 1994  
About School in General  
     13 Vicuna, 2009  
     14-24 Lys, 2007; MacGregor-
Mendoza, 1999; NELS, 1988; 
Ochoa, 1994 
 
 
About Language 
 
     27-31 Lys, 2007; MacGregor-
Mendoza, 1999; NELS, 1988; 
Ochoa, 1994 
30 
About your Future & Feelings about School  
 
 
     32-44 Author created (AIMS 
specific); Lys, 2007; 
MacGregor-Mendoza, 1999; 
NELS, 1988; Ochoa, 1994  
32, 34 
Note. “D” stands for those items located in the demographic portion of the survey.  
ªNELS stands for the National Educational Longitudinal Survey of 1988.  
 
 
65 
 
Measurement of Variables 
Demographic information was coded according to the item involved. For 
any questions with a yes/no response, the responses were dummy coded, with no 
as 0 and yes as 1. The same coding was used for any other dichotomous response, 
such as boy/male (0) or girl/female (1). When items elicited multiple responses, 
the answers were entered into SPSS as multiple dummy coded variables; for 
example, when asked if they had repeated a grade, if a student said yes they were 
asked to circle which grades they repeated. In SPSS, each grade was entered as its 
own variable, with no (0) and yes (1) as the choice depending on whether or not 
that grade was circled. If the grade was not circled, then a zero was entered 
instead of leaving the field blank. The questions which were open-ended were 
coded categorically as shown in Appendix F. Additionally, a nominal variable 
was created to identify which students were ELL and which were RC (ELL = 1, 
RC = 0).  
All Likert-scale information was coded from low to high, with strongly 
disagree as 0 to strongly agree as 5. Students were expected to select a single 
number to represent their response, but occasionally students selected multiple 
numbers. In these cases, if a student chose two responses that were not directly 
next to each other, such as strongly disagree and agree, the response was coded as 
neutral/not sure (3). If a student chose two responses that were adjoining, such as 
agree and strongly agree, then the responses were averaged. For example, if a 
student said agree and strongly agree, this response was entered into SPSS as a 
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4.5. Lastly, if a student chose two responses and one of those responses was 
neutral/not sure and the other one of the extremes (e.g., strongly agree/disagree), 
then the response was whichever choice was in-between the two. In other words, 
if a student marked strongly disagree and neutral/not sure, then the response was 
entered as disagree. Each question, demographic and Likert-scale, was used in 
this study to support and define the factors as described in the conceptual 
framework (see Table 6). 
 
Table 6   
Survey Items as Grouped by Conceptual Framework 
Independent Variables 
Individual Factors Item Numbers 
Student Engagement  
       Academic Engagement 15, 19, 27, 33, 46 
       Social Engagement  9-12, 17, 21, 26 
       Absenteeism 16, 20, 37 
Educational Achievement  
       Educational Attainment D2 
       Educational Stability D5 
       Academic Achievement D16, 6, 34 
Student Background D1, D3, D4, D6 
Grade Retention D14 
Sociolinguistic Aspects 28-31 
Institutional Factors Item Numbers 
Family 22, 25, 45 
Schools: Student Composition 18, 23-24, 38 
Schools: Resources 7, 13-14 
Schools: Processes/Practices D7-D10, D15, 1-5, 8 
Communities & Peers D11, 36, 41 
Dependent Variable 
Attachment to School D12-13, 32, 35, 39, 40, 
42-44 
Note. Specific wording of each item as grouped by 
factor can be seen in Appendix G. 
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Individual factors. 
Academic engagement.  Items on the survey addressing academic 
engagement were determined based on how closely they aligned with the 
definition provided by Rumberger (2004) and Rumberger and Rodríguez (2011). 
Five items measured this variable, all of which were from the Likert-scale portion 
of the survey. Items asked about students’ feelings regarding their school work, 
how much they prepare for exams, their boredom with the school overall, and 
students’ feelings of happiness at school. Item 27 (“I understand my teachers in 
all my classes”) was included in this predictor because the way a student feels 
about whether or not they understand their teacher may have an overall effect on 
their attitude and involvement in classroom activity participation.  
Social engagement.  Within the literature, social engagement is defined as 
student attitudes towards peer and adult relationships, and having friends in 
school. It involves the social dimensions of schooling (Rumberger, 2004). 
Therefore, eight items addressed this variable. All of the items were a part of the 
Likert-scale portion of the survey, and where thus coded low to high (strongly 
disagree = 1 to strongly agree = 5). The questions dealt with issues of cultural 
acceptance and tolerance at school (item 17), students’ perceptions of their 
student-teacher relationships (items 9-12), and one item directly asked about the 
amount of friends the students felt they had at school (item 21). One item (26) 
specifically addressed whether or not students perceived discrimination on 
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account of being in or having been involved in the language program and thus 
being viewed as “the ELL student” (see e.g., Lillie et al., 2010).  
Absenteeism.  This variable was measured by three items, all of which 
were within the Likert-scale section. Absenteeism is not simply missing a day of 
school due to illness in many school districts. Often, schools consider students 
who skip class as being absent, and those missed classes can count towards the 
student’s overall absenteeism rate. Therefore, the three items for this variable 
were measured by questions pertaining to how often class was missed (item 20) 
and whether or not the student skips class often (item 16). To see if the students 
even understand what their school attendance policy is, a third question was asked 
(item 37).  
Educational achievement.  This factor involves three variables: 
educational attainment, educational stability, and academic achievement 
(Rumberger, 2004). Both educational attainment, which regards the number of 
years completed, and educational stability, which involves whether a student’s 
schooling has been interrupted by moving or switching schools, were measured 
by demographic questions. A simple yes/no question asked the student if they had 
always gone to school in Arizona. While it is important to know if a student has 
gone to another school in the United States, it is possible to see if this student has 
only attended school in Arizona based on how they answered the educational 
attainment measure in combination with their age. If a student listed that they 
were in 6
th
 grade (as identified in item D2, the educational attainment variable), 
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had always gone to school in Arizona, and were 11 years old, it is highly probable 
that the student has always gone to school in Arizona and only in Arizona. In 
instances where a student lists they are 11 years old, also in 6
th
 grade, but that 
they have not always gone to school in Arizona, it could be argued that the 
student is either an immigrant or that they went to school in a different state, 
which thus affects educational stability. By looking at the student background 
demographic question of whether the student has always gone to school in the 
United States, it is possible to further argue the likelihood of that student being an 
immigrant.  
 Academic achievement was measured by student reports on their grades in 
their classes and questions on their major test scores, such as Arizona’s AIMS. 
This test is the culminating, high-stakes test which helps to determine whether or 
not one is allowed to graduate. Of the three items measuring this variable, two 
were from the Likert-scale. One asked about whether or not the student was 
failing or did fail their other classes while enrolled in the four-hour block. High 
school students only were asked if the student had or thought they would pass the 
AIMS test this year. The last item was from the demographic section and asked 
students to list what type of grade they usually received in their classes, if they 
were enrolled in those classes. The classes were the core content areas of English, 
Math, Science, and Social Studies. Students marked the grades they received as 
Mostly As (coded as a 5), Mostly Bs (4), Mostly Cs (3), Mostly Ds (2), and Mostly 
below Ds (1). If a student picked more than one answer, it was usually between 
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two grades within a step of one another and therefore the SPSS entry was coded 
with a .5 value. For example, many students listed they received As and Bs in a 
subject and so the entry was recorded as 4.5.  
Student background and grade retention.  Demographic information 
captured information to measure student background. Factors relating to dropping 
out were included, such as gender, age, and first language (Rumberger & 
Rodríguez, 2011). Legally, schools are not allowed to demand information about 
a students’ immigrant status, therefore, students were asked how many years they 
had attended school in the United States. Students were also asked to provide 
information as to what their first language was if it was not one of the choices 
(English, Spanish, English and Spanish). Grade retention was measured by asking 
students whether or not they were held back in school. This was one item from the 
demographic section, with a yes/no response. If a student marked that they were 
held back, they were then asked to supply the information as to which grades. As 
mentioned previously, each grade possibility was listed as a separate case in 
SPSS. If students marked that they were held back in grades 3, 4 and 5, then each 
of those grades were coded with a 1 for yes, while the other grades were listed as 
0 for no.  
 Sociolinguistic variable.  To add a sociolinguistic component to 
Rumberger’s (2004) individual portion of the dropout conceptual framework, 
questions were placed in the survey devoted to capturing information regarding 
language use and language attitudes. This set of sociolinguistic items were added 
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as a new factor to Rumberger’s (2004) framework to account for student attitudes 
towards their own language use and beliefs, which some scholars have argued are 
significant when discussing attachment to school (see e.g., MacGregor-Mendoza, 
1999). Four items measured this variable. Three of them asked students about 
their attitudes towards their first language (items 28-30) while the last asked 
students of the importance of knowing English (item 31). All items were Likert-
scale, and thus coded 1 through 5 accordingly. 
Institutional factors. 
Families.  Families are important when assessing predictors influencing 
dropout rates. Typically, this factor involves questions of parental educational 
achievement and family SES (Rumberger, 2004; Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). 
Regardless, family support and academic involvement is shown to be highly 
significant. The unfortunate aspect here is that many families may want to be 
supportive and be involved in their children’s academic life but feel they cannot. 
ELL families may be linguistically isolated (e.g., Arias, 2007) and therefore this 
factor may be highly significant for students enrolled in the four-hour block. 
Three items measured this factor asking questions about parental involvement 
academically as well as supportively by discussing the students’ future.  
Resources.  Within the literature, resources include not just materials and 
financial capabilities of districts to provide students with a high quality education 
but also the perceived quality of the teachers. This perception, especially those 
held by the student, can be highly significant in influencing student dropout rates 
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(Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). This is not to discount the importance of having 
materials, particularly as it was found that materials are distributed inequitably 
across districts, particularly at the high school levels (e.g., Lillie et al., 2010). It 
was therefore that the three items measuring resources were regarding perceived 
teacher quality and access to computers.  
Student composition.  Four items measured the factor relating to student 
composition. Since this factor involves the issue of racial and, as argued here, 
linguistic segregation, the items were all on the Likert-scale and asked students’ 
of their perceptions around these issues. One item asked students to think about 
whether or not they were friends with monolingual English speakers since if 
answered in the negative, this might show that students do not have access to 
native-speakers and therefore cannot forge friendships. Other items measuring 
this predictor regarded the treatment ELL students receive at their school due to 
their current or prior language-status label of ELL, or if they felt they were treated 
differently due to their race. A final item, item 24, directly asked about whether or 
not students were segregated by their language groups for the full school day. 
Processes and practices.  Seven demographic questions and six Likert-
scale items measured the expanded policies/practices factor derived from 
Rumberger’s (2004) and Rumberger and Rodríguez’s (2011) descriptions of this 
influence on student drop outs. All of the items in this section were developed in 
order to determine aspects of the actual program model as implemented by 
Arizona. This adds to Rumberger’s (2004) framework by specifically addressing 
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language minority students’ attachment to school due to a restrictive language 
policy.  
Communities and peers.  Students were asked whether or not they held a 
job and for how long if they did since Ekstrom et al. (1986) found that many 
dropouts found work preferable to school. This question was only directed 
towards those students in high school as the working age minimum is usually 15. 
Other items included whether not students felt they had more responsibilities to 
do at home, implying that if so they would do these over their school work. Since 
the literature identified that communities and peers can influence students staying 
in school, especially if friends remain in school, one item asked if there was a role 
model supporting the idea of remaining in school (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 
2011). 
Dependent Variable: Attachment to School 
The dependent variable in this study was students’ attachment to school. 
Since this study is not longitudinal nor involving a follow-up because of the 
anonymity required to access the students in this manner, it is not possible to state 
that these factors will predict dropping out. Whether these students drop out will 
not be determined. The items on the survey measuring students’ attachment to 
school all related to students’ aspirations and intentions about completing school 
and how far they believed they would get in regards to a degree. Questions 
revolved around understanding the importance of graduating high school, as well 
as whether or not the idea of dropping out had been considered. Seven items were 
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quantifiable to measure this factor, and one was descriptive since it asked students 
to speculate about the type of job they would like to hold when they were 30 years 
old.  
 Data Analysis 
To address the first through third research questions, various 
methodologies were used. To answer the first question, “What are current ELL 
students’ and RC students’ attitudes towards being in/having been in Arizona’s 
four hour model?”, descriptive statistics in SPSS were computed. Addressing the 
sub-questions regarding the academic performance of ELL and RC students (1b 
and 1c) also involved the use of descriptive statistics once data was entered into 
SPSS for analyzing. Sub-question 1a about students’ schedules was analyzed via 
frequencies as found in SPSS as well as analyzing the open-ended response 
portion of that question. 
The second research question, “Are ELL or RC students aware of any 
implications related to their school achievement as a result of being in/having 
been in the Arizona model?” called for qualitative methods. All responses found 
for the final question on the survey were extracted and typed up into a separate 
Word document. The responses were logged by survey (Survey 1 and 2) and by 
student categorization (ELL or RC). All of the student responses were coded 
using Erickson’s modified analytic induction (1986). This method meant that 
themes could be discovered and then individual responses were used to prove or 
disprove each theme which emerged. 
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Statistical t tests were run to answer the third research question, “What 
levels of attachment do ELL and RC students have to their school, and do they 
differ in that attachment?”. This t test helps to determine whether or not any 
differences between groups are statistically significant or if they were likely to 
have occurred by chance alone (Ravid, 2011). The final research question, “Does 
the Arizona SEI policy account for ELLs’ and RC students’ attachment to school 
above and beyond that of other predictors related to school attachment and 
dropout rates?” was answered using factor analysis and regression model 
methods.  
Factor analysis.  Every question on the survey as identified in Appendix 
G was included in an initial series of confirmatory factor analyses on the 
individual items as specified under each latent variable. Only those items which 
had loadings significantly different than 0 were retained as part of the factor when 
using the factors as predictors in the regression. Those items which did not load 
into a factor were entered individually into the regression model in the same block 
as the predictors with which they identified. One exception to this rule was item 
D8, which was retained as part of Factor 6 (Policies/Practices) despite a weak 
loading of -0.17 because using this variable as a separate predictor would have 
resulted in a large loss of sample size in the regression analysis due to listwise 
deletion of cases. The factor analyses and subsequent regression analyses were 
conducted in Mplus version 6.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2010). The 
confirmatory factor loadings for each item can be seen in Table 7. 
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Table 7 
Factor Loadings 
Factor Loading p-value  Factor Loading p-value 
F1    F3   
     9 1.000   ---       29 1.000   --- 
     15 0.283 .000       28  0.986 .000 
     19 0.780 .000       30 0.768 .000 
     27 0.662 .000       31 1.140 .000 
     33 0.764 .000  F4   
     46 -0.646 .000       22 1.000   --- 
     10 0.996 .000       25 0.504 .000 
     11 0.725 .000       45 0.630 .000 
     12 -0.463 .000  F6   
     17 0.573 .000       5 1.000   --- 
     21 0.292 .000       1 0.566 .000 
     26 -0.151 .001       2 0.875 .000 
     16 -0.600 .000       3 -0.623 .000 
     20 -0.287 .000       4 0.676 .000 
     37 0.752 .000       8 0.341 .000 
     13 1.053 .000       D7 -0.269 .035 
       7 0.944 .000       D8 -0.166 .261 
F2    F7   
     D16c 1.000   ---       40 1.000   --- 
     D16a 0.934 .000       D12  0.331 .000 
     D16b 0.753 .000       32 0.761 .000 
     D16d 1.031 .000       35  0.965 .000 
     6 -0.585 .000       39 0.551 .000 
         42 0.361 .000 
         44 -0.595 .000 
Note. (F1) Student Engagement, (F2) Educational Achievement, (F3) 
Sociolinguistic Aspect, (F4) Families, (F6) Policies/Practices, (F7) Attachment 
to School. Factor 5 (Resources) is not listed for reasons discussed in the Results. 
 
Regression analysis.  To answer the final question “Does the Arizona SEI 
policy account for ELLs’ and RC students’ attachment to school above and 
beyond that of other predictors related to school attachment and dropout rates?”, 
the program factor (here known as Policies/Practices) was added hierarchically to 
a regression model that already included the other predictors, to determine 
whether this factor could account for any additional variance in attachment to 
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school above and beyond that accounted for by the other predictors. Based on the 
literature review surrounding dropouts, it was determined that the predictors 
would be entered in the following sequence: (a) Communities and Peers, (b) 
Resources, (c) Student Background, (d) Families, (e) Sociolinguistic Aspect, (f) 
Grade Retention, (g) Educational Achievement, (h) Student Engagement, (i) 
School Composition, and (j) Policies/Practices. Unlike stepwise regression, 
hierarchical regression allows for the decision regarding the ordered sequence in 
advance. This is because one of “the basic principles underlying the hierarchical 
order for entry…[within the regression model is] the research relevance”, thus 
guiding this build-up approach (Cohen, Cohen, West, Aiken, 2003, p. 158). Those 
predictors listed previously as (a) through (e) were not evidenced in the literature 
to have the strongest effects on dropout rates. Therefore, they were entered earlier 
in the regression. The following predictors (f) through (h) were all shown to have 
a stronger likelihood of forecasting dropout rates, albeit the strength was 
dependent upon which study was examined in the literature. Since the research 
question is specifically looking at the impact (or lack thereof) of the program 
policy in place, and school composition involves segregation of students (which is 
usually a result of these language policies), it was deemed that these two factors 
should be entered last.  
Limitations of the Study 
One major limitation to this study was that the measurement was a student 
self-reported survey. This can lead to issues of misrepresentation and 
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overestimation and raise questions of validity. Providing some open-endedness 
was included in the original survey (Survey 1) to address some of the concerns 
about validity, thus allowing students to make additional comments where 
needed. However, Survey 2 did not allow their students the chance to answer 
open-ended questions apart from the final question. The surveys were also 
administered as a classroom assignment by the teacher. This meant that the 
researcher had no physical contact with the students or control over the procedure 
by which the survey was administered. It is possible that some students were not 
provided with the Spanish versions, which is problematic for any student 
identified as an ELL whose first language is Spanish and still relies heavily on 
that language in order to read and write.  
Unfortunately, it was impossible to address all of the various languages 
which are present in the schools sampled. Therefore, one limitation is that the 
survey was only administered in English and Spanish and may have 
misinterpreted the feelings of those students for whom neither of those languages 
is their first. Furthermore, some of the survey questions may have been difficult to 
understand or were confusing, which could have impacted the reliability of the 
responses. The sample also means that all generalizability can only apply to 
students who are experiencing or have experienced Arizona’s language programs; 
this cannot necessarily account for the experiences or attitudes of those in other 
states. 
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CHAPTER V: ANALYSIS & RESULTS 
The return rate of the surveys was very high, with about 75% returned 
completed (see Table 8). However, there was a smaller percentage of RC surveys 
returned across the high school districts; this is most likely due to the delivery of 
the surveys. Since the surveys were administered as a classroom assignment and 
RC students are not all in one classroom at the same time, the primary mainstream 
English teacher was asked to deliver the surveys to the RC students. One ELL 
chair refused, saying:  
I only work with the ELLs - the problem with the reclassified is that 
they are all over the place. The bigger issue at hand is that this is 
the end of the year, everyone is trying to get as much out of their 
students as possible. I can only guarantee the current ELL students will 
attempt the survey. 
 
In another district, two entire schools sent back the full packet of RC surveys, all 
of them blank. The exact distribution by grade level can be seen in Table 9. 
Table 8 
Return Rate of Surveys 
 
 
School District Surveys Delivered Surveys Returned % Return Rate 
A 623 315 50.6 
B 1,542 1,322 86.4 
C 99 40 40.4 
Total 2,264 1,677 74.1% 
 
Table 9 
Surveys Returned by Grade and Grouping 
 High School 
ELL 
High School 
RC 
Middle School 
ELL 
Middle School 
RC 
District A 111 42 102 60 
District B -- -- 374 948 
District C 40 -- -- -- 
Total 151 42 476 1,008 
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Another issue arose when the surveys were returned. District A returned 
the surveys completed; however, the surveys had been reworded so as to 
eliminate any of the open-ended questions. This meant that certain questions were 
provided a choice, such as the first language and type of job, instead of allowing 
for the potential variety the original survey intended. Also, many of those items 
deemed as those which would measure the dependent variable were eliminated 
and merged simply into one or two items, such as “Dropping out of school is not 
an option for me” and “I have seriously thought about dropping out”. The survey 
was still administered to all middle and high school students designated as ELL 
and RC, and one of the versions can be seen in Appendix H, but was only 
provided in English. Only 19 items were left verbatim to the original (heretofore 
known as Survey 1). The rest of the questions were modified either very slightly 
or eliminated completely. In 16 instances, there were insertions of questions, such 
as “Did you go to preschool before kindergarten?” while all other items apart 
from those verbatim or removed were changed from the way they were worded in 
Survey 1. This altered survey is now known as Survey 2 and the items as grouped 
by Rumberger’s (2004) modified conceptual framework can be seen in Table 10. 
All student responses to both sets of surveys can be seen in Appendix I. 
 
 
 
 
81 
 
Table 10   
Altered Survey Items as Grouped by Conceptual Framework 
Independent Variables 
Individual Factors Item Numbers 
Student Engagement  
       Academic Engagement 6, 15/24*,19,27,33 
       Social Engagement  9-12, D13ª, 17, 21, 26  
       Absenteeism 16, 20, 37, 40ª 
Educational Achievement  
       Educational Attainment D2, D4 
       Educational Stability D5 
       Academic Achievement D17-D19, 34 
Student Background D1, D3, D6 
Grade Retention n/a 
Sociolinguistic Aspects 5, 28-31 
Institutional Factors Item Numbers 
Family 22, 25 
Schools: Student Composition 18, 23-24, 38 
Schools: Resources 7, 13-14 
Schools: Processes/Practices D7-D12, 1-4, 8 
Communities & Peers D11*, 36, 41 
Dependent Variable 
Attachment to School D14-16, 32, 35, 40* 
Note. Those with an asterisk (*) were asked only on high school surveys.  
ªQuestions were asked on middle school survey only. 
 
The implications of having two surveys meant that there could be an issue 
statistically, in attempting to equate the student responses across different 
measurement items for the final research question. It was determined, therefore, 
that the analysis would be done in two separate cases: Case I would involve the 
original survey (Survey 1) and Case II would involve the revised survey (Survey 
2). As a result of analyzing the data in two cases, this meant that School District C 
had to be ignored when calculating the data statistically. This is because there 
were only 40 surveys returned, and all of them were ELL surveys. While District 
C administered Survey 1, if it were analyzed with Case I, it would skew the 
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results since District B only had middle school ELL and RC students. Likewise, 
adding District C to Case II would be imprudent, since the purpose of splitting the 
analysis into two cases was to address the fact that the surveys were different.  
Attitudes toward Four Hour Model 
Fewer years involvement meant liking the program.  To answer the 
first research question, descriptive statistics were employed to determine ELL and 
RC students’ attitudes towards the program model. This was measured by the all 
of the items in the Likert part of the survey which specifically addressed students’ 
attitudes and beliefs about the four hour model. All of the questions, items 1-
4/4_RC and 5, were also part of the factor known as Policies/Practices. The item 
regarding teachers making students speak in only English during their free time 
does not necessarily contribute to understanding students’ attitudes towards the 
SEI model, albeit an important question about the program model itself. 
Therefore, that item was not included in the description. Table 11 shows the 
descriptive statistics for student attitudes towards the four hour model.  
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Figures 2 and 3 show the mean ratings of how much they liked being in 
the language program (“I like/d being in so many English classes every day”) as a 
function of how long they have been involved in the SEI model. There are two 
figures because it appeared as if the RC students in District B did not understand 
their length of involvement in the SEI program, which will be discussed later in 
this study. 
 
Figure 2. ELLs’ attitudes toward SEI model in District B. 
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Figure 3. RC students’ attitudes having been in SEI program in District B. 
 
District A’s modified survey (Survey 2) did not allow for the same 
analysis to be completed because the students in District A were not asked how 
many years they had been in the program. In addition, the question used to 
measure liking the SEI model was changed to “No one should be forced to take 4 
hours of English every day”. Instead, an analysis was run looking at District A’s 
students’ beliefs regarding whether or not students should be forced to be in the 
SEI model and how many hours per day of English classes they have to take. This 
can be seen in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. ELLs’ attitudes regarding involvement in SEI model. 
 
Schedules.  All students were asked to divulge information about which 
classes they were currently taking besides their English class. Students were 
allowed to respond in an open-ended format, except in the case of Survey 2. In the 
altered survey, students were asked directly about whether they were in Math, 
Science, and Social Studies as well as what their favorite elective class was (again 
from a list of choices). Survey 1 provided a great amount of data which were 
ultimately categorized in order to be discussed. Survey 1’s open-ended ability, 
however, allowed some students (both ELL and RC) to respond that they were not 
taking anything other than English classes while at school. 
87 
 
Case I.  Student responses varied widely on Survey 1 since it was open-
ended for District B. It did become clear as to which students were ELL and 
which were RC and at which school they were probably enrolled within the 
district based on the similarly-grouped responses. For example, hundreds of cases 
in a row would list courses that were English, Math, and technology education, 
thus signifying that they were in the same track of courses as ELLs most likely at 
the same school as no other group of students responded in that way. The 
frequencies for the courses taken by ELL students as categorized can be seen 
Figure 5.  
 
Figure 5. Percentages of ELL students by category describing the types of classes 
other than English in which they are enrolled in District B.  
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 Out of 374 surveyed ELLs in District B, 7.85% (f = 27) said they were not 
taking anything other than English. About 19 % were categorized as taking 
Reading or Writing, in addition to their content courses (f = 66), while about 6% 
stated they were getting Reading, Writing, content, and electives (f = 20). The 
largest percentage of students at about 31% (f = 105) stating that they were only 
getting content such as Math, Science, or Social Studies. About 16% (f = 56) of 
the ELLs were only getting electives besides their four-hour block and roughly 
4% (f = 15) were only getting Math. Those receiving both content and electives 
outside of the SEI model were at about 16% (f = 55).  
 Students who were RC paint a similar picture, which is surprising since 
they are no longer enrolled in the SEI model and therefore should not be receiving 
classes strictly considered to be “Reading” or “Writing”. The results are seen in 
Figure 6. There were 948 RC students surveyed in District B. Of this number, 
about 34% (f = 277) of them are still listing Writing or Reading and content as 
their courses for the day. Another 34% (f = 275) are only getting content classes. 
The biggest difference between the RC and ELLs in this district is that only 5%   
(f = 43) of RC students reported getting content and electives and 4% (f = 34) 
were enrolled in electives only besides English.  
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Figure 6. Percentages of RC students enrolled in categories describing the types 
of classes other than English in which they are enrolled.  
 
Case II.  District A asked students “yes” or “no” regarding their 
participation in Math, Science, and Social Studies. They also asked students about 
their favorite elective. Out of 102 RC students, about 94% (f = 96) were enrolled 
in Math, 87% (f = 89) were in Science, and 73% (f = 74) were enrolled in Social 
Studies. For ELLs, the numbers were much different. There were 213 ELLs 
surveyed and they reported the following: 96% (f = 205) were in a Math class, 
only 59% (f = 126) had Science, and only 14% (f = 31) were taking Social 
Studies. The frequencies for the types of electives both RC and ELL students 
liked best can be seen in Figure 7. 
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Figure 7. Frequencies of both RC and ELL students’ favorite electives in school 
from District A. 
 
Academic performance.  Using descriptive statistics, it was possible to 
see how ELL and RC students are performing in school. Survey 1 asked students 
what grades they usually receive in English, Math, Science, and Social Studies. 
Survey 2, however, only asked about English and Math grades. To summarize this 
information, an overall indicator of grades was computed in SPSS using the mean 
of the four responses about grades (or in District A’s case, two responses). In the 
original coding for the grade variables, Mostly As = 5, Mostly Bs = 4, Mostly Cs = 
3, Mostly Ds = 2, and Mostly below Ds = 1. For any student who marked more 
than one response option, the response options were averaged (i.e., Mostly As and 
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Mostly Bs = 4.5). The coding system for this new “Average Grades” variable 
(hereafter called GPA) can be seen in Table 12. 
Table 12 
Coding System for GPA Variable 
Single Item  Grades Average Across Items 
5.0 Mostly As 4.76-5.00 
4.5 Mostly As & Bs 4.25-4.75 
4.0 Mostly Bs 3.76-4.24 
3.5 Mostly Bs & Cs 3.25-3.75 
3.0 Mostly Cs 2.76-3.24 
2.5 Mostly Cs & Ds 2.25-2.75 
2.0 Mostly Ds 1.76-2.24 
1.5 Mostly Ds & Fs 1.25-1.75 
1.0 Mostly Fs 1.00-1.24 
 
 
Both the ELL and RC student GPA results can be seen by grade in Table 13. 
District A, overall, has better average grades than does District B. Most of District 
B’s ELLs are averaging Bs and Cs, the worst GPA being that of ELLs in 7th 
grade. Recall however that the District A average is based only on reported Math 
and English grades, whereas District B reported English, Math, Science, and 
Social Studies. In District A, RC students have better English and Math grades 
than ELL students only in grades 6, 9, and 10. Stated another way, ELLs’ GPAs  
(for Math and English) are higher than RC students’ in grades 7, 8, 11 and 12. For 
District B, RC students reported higher grades than ELLs in all grade levels. 
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Table 13 
Descriptive Statistics of GPA by Grade Level 
 ELL  RC 
 n M (SD) 95% CI  n M (SD) 95% CI 
District Aª  
6
th
 31 3.56 (1.11) [1.35, 5.00]  18 4.03 (0.98) [2.07, 5.00] 
7
th
 36 3.90 (0.95) [2.01, 5.00]  26 3.81 (0.60) [2.61, 5.00] 
8
th
 30 4.05 (0.74) [2.58, 5.00]  15 3.77 (1.02) [1.74, 5.00] 
9
th
 30 3.52 (1.04) [1.44, 5.00]  16 3.72 (0.88) [1.97, 5.00] 
10
th
 35 3.83 (0.87) [2.10, 5.00]  6 4.42 (0.80) [2.82, 5.00] 
11
th
 16 4.06 (0.66) [2.75, 5.00]  6 4.00 (0.45) [3.12, 4.89] 
12
th
 26 4.27 (0.60) [3.06, 5.00]  13 3.81 (0.93) [1.96, 5.00] 
District B 
6
th
 206 3.37 (0.81) [1.75, 5.00]  354 3.65 (0.71) [2.22, 5.00] 
7
th
 78 3.21 (0.84) [1.53, 4.89]  343 3.57 (0.75) [2.07, 5.00] 
8
th
 69 3.29 (1.04) [1.22, 5.00]  204  3.73 (0.68) [2.38, 5.00] 
Note. CI = confidence interval 
ª District A’s GPA included only English and Math classes. 
 
 
Some Awareness of Implications  
All information within the final open-ended response question in every 
survey administered was coded and analyzed using Erickson’s (1986) modified 
analytic induction. Themes were discovered and written statements from the 
students were used to either support or refute the assertion. It was possible to use 
all of the surveys returned to analyze the themes since the question remained the 
same: “Is there anything else you want to tell me that I didn’t ask you about your 
school and previous English language classes?” (Survey 1) and “If there’s 
anything else you would like to say about your school or the English Learner 
classes, you may write in the space below” (Survey 2). Themes were deduced if 
more than five students commented on the topic. Not all responses are transcribed 
here nor are the ones provided as evidence here the only ones which confirm the 
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assertion. Six major themes were discovered and confirmed from the total 
comments made from the sample (n = 218), and are the following: (a) family 
support, (b) peer relationships, (c) teacher quality, (d) sociolinguistic beliefs, (e) 
graduation/content and aspirations, and (f) the SEI model. Interestingly, almost all 
of the themes corresponded with the factors used in the regression survey and all 
relate to an overall attachment to school. 
Some students wrote about the overall school, the idea of having uniforms, 
and the quality of the food in the cafeteria. District A had about 33% of their 
students make at least one comment, most of them ELLs. In District B, only 8% 
actually wrote a response for the final question, however, what some students did 
not write was just as telling. Over 104 students out of the entire District B sample 
either would not answer the questions pertaining to those about the four-hour 
block (i.e., items 1-6) or would refuse to acknowledge that they had ever even 
been in any language program (four-hour block or not). Of those 104, some ELLs 
kept writing “never” next to “How many hours of English class do you have a 
day?” which is confusing considering they are designated as ELL. This leaves a 
great many questions to be answered. 
Family support was a theme with comments about helping with homework 
or recognized as role models. Peer relationships were another big theme with both 
positive and negative statements. Some students saw their peers as family and 
embraced their friendships while most remarks were about how often they were 
bullied and how segregation among groups (ELL and non-ELL) existed at school. 
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Many of the comments made were around the good and bad elements of the 
program model itself. Students also expressed sociolinguistic beliefs, with many 
reaffirming the importance and desire to know English while acknowledging their 
own language. Teacher quality was approached differently depending on the 
district; one district had an abundance of good comments about the teachers while 
another district complained incessantly about the quality of the teachers. 
Graduation was another theme that was well-developed in one district but almost 
non-existent in the other.  
Apart from praise and critiques, there were some suggestions made which 
did not fit any of the themes succinctly. Commenting on the program, one student 
wrote that school would “be fun if [it were] just 2 hours of English.”12 Another 
high school ELL in District A commented “I think to have some class with kids 
that speak only english at lest we can learen english from them” while another at 
the same school commented on how they wished their teachers would speak more 
English to them saying “teachers need to teach how to speak english more or 
equally as writing or reading.” Many middle school students expressed their need 
for more fun school activities, including after-school programs. Only one student 
out of 218 commented that he loved their English class community and therefore 
wanted more after-school English classes. 
Case I.  Most of the comments about teachers came from RC students in 
District B, which is not surprising considering the sample. These comments, 
                                                          
12
 Any transcribed comments from the students are verbatim and typed as written 
without corrections in order to capture the essence of the students’ voice. 
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unlike the other district, were mostly derogatory. While two noted their teachers 
were role models, most of them talked about how the teachers needed to show 
them more respect. Statements were made such as “teachers should respect us 
students” and “teachers should respect kids more often.” Other comments 
included the awareness of being treated differently by teachers, although it is not 
clear from what. For example, a RC student wrote “some teachers treat kids better 
than others” while an ELL wrote “Why do teachers act different with me or other 
kids?”. Some were extremely emphatic, stressing “I DON’T LIKE MY 
TEACHER!!” or “FIRE MRS. X” while one or two would reflect on how they 
felt their teachers really helped them and were good instructors.  
 One of the other major themes which emerged in District B was peer 
relationships. Students wrote about how students fight, that there are drugs at 
school, and how they do not feel comfortable at school. One wrote “I feel like I 
dont belong there I hate it it makes me feel diffrent.”  Almost all of the comments 
in this theme were about bullying and a separation between ELLs and non-ELLs. 
For example, two RC students both acknowledged that ELL students are treated 
differently with the following comments: (a) “yes I do want to tell you that other 
students bully students that are in ell classes and call them retarded!” and (b) 
“other students make fun of the students who dont English and they tells us that 
we are dumb. They bully us!” ELLs responded that they are sometimes “made fun 
of.” ELLs were very cognizant of being stigmatized as ELL students: one student 
within the Likert-part of the survey opted not to choose one of the Likert-scale 
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options and instead simply wrote “yes” next to the question about whether or not 
other kids treat ELLs differently because of their ELL status.  
 What was most alarming about the comments, or in this case lack of 
comments, was that a large number of RC students did not know that they were 
involved in a language program or when they had left it (see Figure 8).  
 
Figure 8. Frequencies of District B’s RC students’ responses for when enrolled in 
SEI four hour model (n = 948). 
 
One wrote “I did not know that I was at the four hour block” while another asked 
“What is a four hour block?” Many students kept insisting they had “never done 
this” in reference to a language program. Just over 100 students would write “n/a” 
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next to any of the questions which referred to the SEI model or language program 
involvement (such as the one asking which years they had been involved in a 
language program). One student even asked a question in the final space, 
demanding to know “how many years I’ve been going to english?”.  
Case II.  District A had mixed views on the SEI model. While some 
firmly believed that “ELD classes is the best way to learn English” many of them 
wrote this in relation to the people in the program with them and the teachers who 
were teaching it. Of those who specifically addressed aspects of the program 
model itself, the comments were negative and were largely about how four hours 
was too much time. Even one which started out positively was tempered with the 
acknowledgement that they would not get the classes they need for high school 
requirements. This ELL student wrote “the ELD classes are good and I can learn 
english but they too much and we need to take other classes to graduated.” Many 
of the negative comments about the program revolved around how bored students 
were and how they felt they should not be forced to take four hours, saying the 
four hours were not “necessary”.  
 ELL teachers at one school in this district were praised endlessly. Students 
commented on how “caring” and “helpful” teachers were, as well as thanked the 
teachers directly for helping them to learn English. One ELL student remarked on 
what it was specifically they were thankful for in learning English, writing “I like 
Mrs. X because when I got hir I didn’t now what was simili and now I do.” The 
quality of the teachers was not touched upon as much as at the other school, and it 
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was obvious from the praise that the relationships between the students and the 
teachers in this district were much more positive than those in District B.   
 Students stressed how much they wanted to “learn English” or how 
thankful they were to have learned it. However, in this district students 
commented on how they felt that the way in which they learned English was not 
always the best way. ELL students made statements such as “some people them 
english is so good but the stay in ELD” or “I don’t think that I need 4 classes of 
english in 3
rd
 level of English.” One student commented on how he knew English 
and had to help his parents. Some students related the need to know English as 
being a gatekeeper for graduating high school.  
 The graduation theme was one of the largest in this District which is apt 
since this district had high school students surveyed. No student had anything 
positive to say about the ability to graduate or meet requirements in this district. 
RC students noted “it’s unfair that they dont count the ELLs english classes as 
regular classes” while an ELL stated “it’s very hard to graduate when we have 4 
houre of English like me now I’m 19 and I need to finish all my class”. In fact, 
many of the negative comments came from high school ELLs. The comments of 
this theme all touched on how being in the SEI model meant not getting the 
credits one needed to graduate and how this was problematic for them because 
they wanted to be ready for college.   
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Levels of Attachment 
To determine differences in levels of attachment (the third research 
question), t tests were conducted, one for each of the two surveys: Survey 2 
(District A) and the other for Survey 1 (District B). It was not possible to run a 
single t test comparing all ELLs to all RC students across both districts because 
the means (i.e., mean level of attachment) were not computed from the same 
measurement instrument (Ravid, 2011). 
Case I.  For District B, an independent-samples t test was conducted to 
evaluate the hypothesis that ELLs would have lower attachment to school than 
RC students. The test was not statistically significant, t (585.17) = 0.69, p = 0.49, 
although the direction of the effect was in the hypothesized direction. ELL 
students in this sample had a lower attachment to school (M = -0.93, SD = 0.84) 
than RCs (M = -0.89, SD = 0.79), but the 95% confidence interval for the 
difference in means included zero (range was -0.07 to 0.14), indicating that one 
cannot rule out the possibility that the observed effect was due to sampling 
variability (see Table 14).   
Table 14 
District B Attachment to School by Group 
 n M (SD) 95% CI  
ELL 336 -0.93 (0.84) [-2.61, 0.75]  
RC 849 -0.89 (0.79) [-2.48, 0.70]  
Note. CI = confidence interval 
 
If one were to look at the differences between ELLs and RCs for each item within 
F7 (Attachment to School) individually, only item 39 (“Dropping out of school is 
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not an option for me”) showed a statistically significant difference in means, t 
(604.37) = 2.25, p = 0.025.  
Case II.  The factor approach described previously for District B failed to 
converge to a solution for District A, presumably because of the smaller sample 
size. Instead, attachment to school was represented using individual items from 
the survey, and differences were compared via descriptive statistics and t tests. 
The results can be seen in Table 15. Overall, the ELLs and RC students did not 
differ significantly in their attachment to school. After running an independent-
samples t test, only the question “Do you expect to finish high school” was 
statistically significant, t (207) = 2.26, p = 0.25. The 95% confidence interval for 
the difference in means was extremely small, ranging from 0.003 to 0.045.  
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The Power of Policies/Practices 
Due to District A’s use of an alternative survey, the data from Survey 2 
were analyzed separately from Survey 1. Unfortunately, the techniques that were 
used to analyze Survey 1 did not apply successfully to Survey 2. When applying 
the factor approach to Survey 2, the model did not converge to a proper solution, 
indicating that the coefficients were not trustworthy for interpretation. The sample 
size for this failed model was 241, down from the initial 315 due to deletion of 
cases with missingness on the predictor variables.  
 A second attempt at modeling this data was made by inserting each 
predictor item individually, thus using a straight multiple regression approach, but 
this approach yielded questionable results as well. The sample size of this model 
was reduced to only 146 because of deletion of cases due to missingness on the 
predictor variables, and this was with a limited number of predictors (many of the 
constructs were represented within the model by a single indicator). Finally, the 
coefficients that came out of this model were not consistent with the patterns of 
results seen in the descriptive statistics of the data. For these reasons, District A’s 
survey was not used in the modeling component of the analyses, which was 
unfortunate because District A was the only representation of high school students 
in the sample.  
The data from District B was modeled using a hierarchical regression 
approach, in which blocks of predictors were added to form a series of models 
labeled sequentially. Items were grouped into factors using confirmatory factor 
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analysis, with each item being loaded onto the appropriate latent construct 
according to theoretical definitions. Items which did not load significantly onto 
the theoretically-relevant factor were added to the model as individual predictors 
within the same block of predictors as the factor with which it was theorized to 
correspond. The first series of models can be seen in Table 16. 
Table 16 
First Seriesª of Regression Models 
Model Item/Factor R² ∆R² 
 
Model A F7    
Model B 36, 41** 0.224  
Model C F5* 0.354 0.130 
Model D D1*, D3*, 
D4*, D6a-d 
0.395 0.041 
Model E F4
b
 0.450 0.055 
Model F F3** 0.526 0.076 
Model G D14 0.521 -0.005 
Model H F2
b
, D2, D5 0.535 0.014 
Model I F1** 0.603 0.068 
Note. *p < .05; ** p < .01 
ª This series was abandoned due to multicolinearity between F5 
and F1 in Model I. 
b
F2 and F4 lose significance when F1 is entered into the model. 
 
 
This series of models was abandoned because issues of multicolinearity 
were occurring between F5 (Resources) and F1 (Student Engagement). The 
correlation between F5 and F1 was extremely high, with r = 0.975, indicating that 
these factors were essentially measuring the same thing statistically. Initially, 
items 13, 7, and 14 were loading onto F5 at 1.00, 0.906, and 0.414 respectively. A 
confirmatory factor analysis was run to see if the items constituting F5 could be 
loaded instead onto F1. It became clear that items 7 and 13, while theorized to fall 
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under Resources on the survey, were behaving instead as a part of F1 (refer back 
to Table 7). Item 14 was retained as a Resources variable, and was loaded 
individually in the Resources block.  
Consequently, a second series of models was run, in which F5 no longer 
existed as a factor and using only item 14 as the measurement of the Resources 
construct. Items 7 and 13 from the survey were thus loaded onto F1 (Student 
Engagement). Summary results from the second series of models can be seen in 
Table 17, and the unstandardized Beta coefficients from the final model in this 
series (Model K) are reported in Table 18. 
 
Table 17 
Second Series of Regression Models (After Identifying Multicolinearity)  
Model Item/Factor R² ∆R² 
Model A F7    
Model B 36, 41** 0.224  
Model C 14** 0.233 0.009 
Model D D1**, D3*, D4, D6a-d 0.260 0.027 
Model E F4* 0.394 0.134 
Model F F3** 0.498 0.104 
Model G D14 0.494 -0.004 
Model H F2ª, D2, D5 0.515 0.021 
Model I F1** 0.563 0.048 
Model J 18, 23, 24**, 38** 0.560 -0.003 
Model K
b
 F6 0.563 0.003 
Note. *p < .05; ** p < .01 
ªF2 loses significance when F1 is entered into the model. 
b
Model K in this second series is considered the final model. 
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Table 18 
Unstandardized Regression Coefficients from Final Model 
Factor/Items β SE B Sig. (two-tailed) 
36 0.006 0.022 0.784 
41 0.319 0.026 < 0.01 
14 0.062 0.022 0.005 
D1 0.137 0.054 0.011 
D3 -0.085 0.048 0.075 
D4 0.007 0.017 0.663 
D6a -0.067 0.111 0.550 
D6c 0.000 0.057 0.995 
D6d -0.215 0.201 0.285 
F4 0.152 0.064 0.018 
F3 0.348 0.072 < 0.01 
D14 -0.117 0.088 0.184 
F2 0.078 0.048 0.101 
F1 0.251 0.088 0.004 
18 -0.026 0.020 0.195 
23 -0.018 0.025 0.455 
24 0.081 0.023 < 0.01 
38 -0.095 0.024 < 0.01 
F6 0.097 0.137 0.481 
Note. The final model is Model K from the second series of models. Boldface 
indicates predictors significant at the .01 level. Predictors are ordered in the 
sequence in which they were entered into the model. 
 
 
After seeing the results from the final model, and knowing that student 
engagement is one of the stronger predictors for dropping out in the literature, it 
was decided that more could be learned about how F6 (Policies/Practices) was 
functioning by switching the order in which F1 (Student Engagement) and F6 
were entered into the model. This is to show that F6 still has importance to a 
students’ overall attachment to school even when entered relatively late into the 
model (Model I). The results of this alternative ordering can be seen in Table 19.  
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Table 19 
 Third Series of Models: Loading F6 before F1  
Model Item/Factor R² ∆R² 
Model A F7    
Model B 36, 41** 0.224  
Model C 14** 0.233 0.009 
Model D D1**, D3, D4, D6a-d 0.260 0.027 
Model E F4* 0.394 0.134 
Model F F3** 0.498 0.104 
Model G D14 0.494 -0.004 
Model H F2ª, D2, D5 0.515 0.021 
Model I F6
b
 0.543 0.028 
Model J 18, 23, 24**, 38** 0.547 0.004 
Model K
c
 F1** 0.563 0.016 
Note. *p < .05; ** p < .01  
ªWhen items 18, 23, 24, and 38 are entered into model F2 loses significance. 
b
F6 was significant up until F1 was entered into the model. 
c
When F1 entered into model F6 loses its significance. 
 
 
When F6 (Policies/Practices) is added in after all of the variables except School 
Composition and Student Engagement (F1), it remains highly significant, p = 
0.002, and has the largest coefficient out of the entire model (β = .407) There is 
not much change to the amount of variance in attachment that is explained when 
School Composition is added (0.4%), but when F1 is entered last, the variance 
explained increases by 1.6% and F6 again loses its significance.  
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CHAPTER VI: DISCUSSION  
The results suggest that overall, being a part of the language program has 
an effect for ELLs and RC students but in different ways within each group, not 
necessarily between groups. What is more, this study’s findings were similar to 
those studies which researched factors that influence or predict the likelihood of 
dropping out of school. Combined, the results from all four research questions 
highlight that studies must look at the implications of restrictive language 
policies, as argued through an historical-structural approach, when analyzing 
dropout factors and influences for language minority students. 
Differing Attitudes toward SEI Model 
Case I.   In this district, the longer ELL students are enrolled in the SEI 
model the less they appear to like it. Aggregated student responses never hit the 
strongly agree mark, however, they were close to agreeing with the statement “I 
like being in so much English per day” when they have only been in the program 
for a year or less. The longer ELLs are enrolled, the less they like the program 
with answers becoming more neutral. As research has shown, students are not 
exiting the program in one year and that many people have reported it takes 
students three to four years (e.g., Lillie et al., 2010). Out of 374 ELLs in this 
district, 212 (or 57%) stated that they had attended school in the U.S. their entire 
life
13
 and of those, 187 (or 88%) reported always having gone to school in 
Arizona. Further, 116 of these 212 ELLs (or about 55%) reported that they have 
                                                          
13
 Since these ELLs were in 6
th
-8
th
 grade, this would typically equate to 7 or more 
years of school, counting Kindergarten, in the U.S. 
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been enrolled in the program since 2008-2009 (i.e., three years). It is likely that 
these students’ attitudes towards the four-hour block will continue to get worse 
the longer they are in the SEI program, which might have a future impact on their 
attachment to school.  
Apathy and neutrality is reflected with the aggregated RC students’ 
responses. Student responses about how much they liked being enrolled in the 
four hour model ranged from neutral responses to disagreeing. It is important to 
note that all sample participants in this district were of the age where their entire 
school career may have been influenced by Arizona’s English-Only policies 
assuming that they have always attended Arizona schools. Most students, 
especially RC students, responded that they had been going to school in Arizona 
for their entire education (f = 764, n = 935). The mean age of RC students was 
12.55 and the mean years of school in the United States was 7.48. The typical RC 
student in this sample is 12 to 13 years old and has been going to school in the 
U.S. for 7 to 8 years. Four out of five of these RC students (81.7%) said they have 
always gone to school in Arizona. The youngest participants (at 11 years of age) 
were born when Proposition 203 was passed and have therefore always gone to 
school under restrictive language policies. This is significant because the students 
at this age in this district may not explicitly know how negatively Arizona’s 
polices have impacted their lives as of yet. While some were able to comment on 
whether or not they would graduate, at this level the students did not make that 
much of a connection in their comments. Students at the middle school may not 
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yet realize the full implications of involvement in the SEI model since they have 
always had to live and be schooled under these restrictive language policies. This 
fits Tollefson’s (1991) critique that the students will always be repressed by the 
top-down policies issued from “the state” (ADE) and will remain so until they 
take control in their own hands.  
Case II.  District A’s ELLs and RC students frequently agreed (about 
56%) that no one should be forced to take the four hours of English. RC students, 
on average, found their former English classes to be more boring. Perhaps this is 
because now they are in the mainstream, while they may not be doing better 
academically and still struggle at attempting to learn content while continually 
developing their English skills, students placed in more “rigorous” courses 
(Gándara and Orfield, 2010b) than that of the ones they experienced in the SEI 
model. In other words, the fact that RC students can look back on where they 
were (in a prescriptive SEI model) and where they are now (courses which may 
help them to get credit to graduate) may be why they feel this way. RC students 
have the power of reflection by being out of the program whereas ELLs are too 
involved in it and have nothing else, perhaps, by which to compare the restrictive 
curriculum in which they are enrolled. 
Both ELLs and RC students perhaps have mastered the art of figuring out 
the AZELLA and how to beat the test in the sense that ELLs felt they would pass 
the AZELLA and RC students felt that it is an easy test to pass. The mean answer 
for ELLs regarding their belief of the likelihood they would pass the AZELLA 
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this year was 3.89, which is leaning toward agreement. RC students were also at a 
mean of 3.93 in response to whether or not they find the AZELLA easy to pass. 
This is interesting considering the research which shows that teachers have 
reported the fluidity with which students exit and re-enter the SEI model (see e.g., 
Lillie et al., 2010). Students may find the test easy to pass depending on the grade 
in which they are currently. However, this may be due to the grade-band testing 
aspect of the AZELLA; students who are tested at the beginning of a grade-band 
might not feel so strongly about finding the test easy to pass. With the AZELLA, 
there are different tests for grade-bands: pre-literacy (K), primary (1-2), 
elementary (3-5), middle grades (6-8) and high school (9-12)
14
. Lillie et al. (2010) 
reported that teachers found students who could pass the test in Kindergarten were 
exited from the program only to not pass the AZELLA in the 1
st
 grade and thus be 
re-entered into the SEI program. This may be due to how the test is designed for 
not just 1
st
 graders but also 2
nd
 graders, which calls into question the validity and 
reliability of the test (i.e., is the AZELLA testing language ability or content 
knowledge). The students who report that they think they can pass the test may be 
because they have taken it repeatedly (the test does not always change year-to-
year, and students may take it up to three times in one year). The RC students who 
reported that passing the AZELLA was easy may be at a grade level at the end of 
a grade-band where they do view the test as easier (i.e., if they are 8
th
 graders who 
took the test and passed since 8
th
 grade is the last of the grade-band). These 
                                                          
14
 Retrieved 6/24/2011 from 
http://www.ade.az.gov/oelas/AZELLA/AZELLAFormAZ-
2SummerTrainingWorkshopforSY2010-2011-PowerPointPresentation-Final.pdf  
111 
 
students, unlike District B, were not asked what years they were in a language 
program. 
Regarding Student Schedules 
Some students wrote that they were taking no other classes besides 
English. In District B, even 11% of the RC students wrote “none” next to the 
question about their other non-English classes. This could be because they view 
all classes as “English” classes. If every class is taught only in English, then some 
students may have felt that all their classes are English classes, even though the 
question was referring to content or electives as opposed to the medium of the 
classroom. 
District A.  Students surveyed did not get to detail their schedules. 
However, they were given choices. ELLs are clearly not getting as many options 
as non-ELL students. Of the ELLs, 59% remarked that they were in a Science 
class (compared to 87% of the RC students) and only 15% were in Social Studies 
(compared to 73% RC students). The emphasis for both RC and ELL students was 
on taking English and Math. This is reflected even by the fact that the altered 
survey (Survey 2) only asked for students to report the English and Math grades, 
probably knowing that these were grades students would be able to report. The 
heavy emphasis on courses like English and Math are likely a response to the 
high-stakes testing required of all students, particularly for the AIMS test. 
The preference for electives was interesting. ELLs clearly enjoy Physical 
Education (P.E.). It might be said that this class requires the least linguistic input 
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and therefore ELLs may see gym as a break from learning and practicing English, 
which is something they have to do in virtually every other class. RC students 
also liked P.E. the best, but it is difficult to generalize favorite electives for this 
district since there were fewer RC students surveyed.  
District B.  In District B, a number of ELLs listed that “Reading” and 
“Writing” were classes they were taking other than English. Perhaps the 25% of 
ELL students who wrote that in addition to English courses they were getting 
Reading and Writing are explicitly unaware of the fact that they are involved in a 
language program. Students may not be informed about what courses comprise 
the four-hour block, which could account for why these students wrote these 
courses in their schedule. This was evidenced in the comments some students 
wrote, such as those RC students who explained that they did not realize that they 
had ever been enrolled in a “four hour block.” RC students (34%) also listed 
Reading and Writing as courses in which they were enrolled that were “the other 
classes besides English” (item D10 on the survey), and some listed Reading, 
Writing, and content courses as part of something called an “Intervention” class. 
Upon further investigation, these are remedial courses which involve a specific 
computer program that has been adopted by the district to help students in reading 
and writing who are not at grade-level benchmarks.  
In looking at the overall schedule for both ELL and RC students, there is 
an alarming finding. Since RC students did not get much content credit while 
enrolled in the SEI model, they are now penalized and taking mostly content 
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courses. If students do not have a chance to experience electives, they may not be 
exposed to areas of interest for future careers and are excluded from the benefits 
of being involved in those electives. Only 5% of the RC students surveyed in this 
district report getting both content and electives in their schedule compared to 
16% of ELLs. This means that overall, students that have been or are enrolled in 
the four hour model are not receiving a well-rounded curriculum to better prepare 
themselves for college or the future. 
This could have implications for students’ agency in fighting back against 
restrictive policies. If students are, firstly, unaware that they are in or were in a 
language program which restricts their options for a well-rounded curriculum, 
then students will continue to carry on in their schooling never knowing an 
alternative. The implications of staying in the program, such as not meeting 
graduation requirements (see e.g., Lillie et al., 2010) are just as problematic as 
dropping out, albeit not as potentially severe assuming the students can eventually 
meet the requirements to graduate. Either way, the “state” has won. Just from 
evidence of reported schedules alone would suggest that students are not 
receiving an equal education compared to that of their native English-speaking 
peers.   
Academic Success 
Case I.  District B’s RC students reported higher grades than ELLs in all 
grade levels for the mean GPA, but the most often reported grades for both groups 
were still Bs and Cs. About 34% of the ELLs reported receiving Mostly Bs and 
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Cs, and 15% reported Mostly Cs. Only 9% of the ELLs reported an average GPA 
of Mostly As. On the other hand, RC students had 21% report an average GPA of 
Mostly As, 17% Mostly Bs, and 37% Mostly Bs and Cs.  Only 10% reported 
Mostly Cs. This is not too surprising, since to exit a language program would 
typically infer that RC students understand enough English in order to perform in 
mainstream content classes. Regardless, however, the two groups are largely 
performing at a B and C range instead of an A range, which implies that their 
academic achievement is not as great as it could be. This may be due to 
mainstream teachers not providing enough support to continue RC students’ 
language acquisition while learning the content outside of the language program. 
Even though students can exit a language program, language acquisition needs to 
be supported even when students are re-designated as proficient in English (see 
e.g., de Jong & Harper, 2005). ELLs may also not be receiving any support in 
mainstream content courses, which may be because teachers largely do not feel 
prepared enough to work with ELLs in their classrooms (de Jong, Arias, & 
Sánchez, 2010; Gándara & Hopkins, 2010; Lillie et al., 2010).  
Case II.  District A’s ELLs reported better English and Math grades 
compared to their RC peers in grades 7, 8, 11, and 12. Collectively, RC students 
reported 24% Mostly As, 32 % Mostly Bs, and 28% Mostly Cs in Math. RC 
students’ English grades were much better, with grades primarily reported as As 
(31%) and Bs (52%). ELLs in District A reported almost the same percentage of 
grades in Math (26% Mostly As, 29% Mostly Bs, and 20% Mostly Cs). English 
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grades for ELLs were reported slightly higher than that of RC students, with 44% 
of the ELLs reporting Mostly As and 34% reporting Mostly Bs. This is almost the 
exact opposite of what RC students reported, with ELLs reporting having received 
more As than their RC counterparts. This may be because ELL students learning 
English are following curriculum that is not as demanding of their linguistic 
skills, as the ADE stipulates that the English classes focus chiefly on the discrete 
skills inventory. RC students may not be receiving as much support in mainstream 
English classrooms if mainstream teachers do not recognize the importance of 
identifying “language demands in their content areas” to thus help scaffold 
instruction for formerly identified ELLs (de Jong & Harper, 2005, p. 116).  
Awareness of Involvement Implications 
Case I.  District B had RC students respond about the negative treatment 
they receive from mainstream teachers. Statements ranged from how teachers 
needed to respect students more to asking why teachers treated them (RC 
students) differently from other students. Almost all of those responding to the 
survey listed Spanish as their L1 thus meaning that these RC students are most 
likely Hispanic. Negative perceptions of their teachers as reported is not 
surprising since Rumberger’s (1995) earlier study found that Hispanic students 
believe their teacher quality is lower than the quality of teachers which other 
students receive. In other studies, such as Lillie et al. (2010), it was documented 
that being an ELL becomes one’s identity and that students and teachers alike can 
be negative when interacting with ELL students. Perhaps the remarks made here 
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by the RC students are a further validation of this. If that is the case, this is very 
detrimental for RC students since a lower perception by students of the quality of 
teachers can increase the likelihood of dropping out (Rumberger & Rodríguez, 
2011). For example, the comments made about how teachers need to treat 
students differently from one another could signify this dichotomy of the ELL 
students and non-ELL students regardless of current involvement in the program. 
One RC student even remarked “I mean we get out of English classes…they think 
we are doing bad in every class.” It is not clear if this is a commentary on grades 
but it could be representative of differential treatment from the teachers since the 
rest of the statement referred to getting discipline referrals. This difference of 
treatment was not noted just with teachers, but also with students. Therefore, this 
means that ELL students may be continually labeled as such even when they 
leave the program. This has implications for their overall identity and may further 
exacerbate internal school segregation.  
 What was disturbing was the lack of knowledge about enrollment in the 
language program. Part of this may have been due to the wording of the 
demographic survey question to RC students about “When were you enrolled in a 
language program?”. For example, one girl in 7th grade (during this 2010-2011 
year) said that she was never in the four-hour block but she circled that she was in 
a language program in 5
th
 grade—which would have been the 2008-2009 school 
year. If that were the case, then she was enrolled in the four-hour block since it 
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was implemented in that year
15
. Had this student chosen the 2008-2009 box, 
however, it would have signified that she was in the program for 3 years (which 
she was not or she would not be a reclassified student in 2010-2011. The RC 
survey question about program involvement might have been better worded to 
simply choose which years (2008-2009; 2009-2010; 2010-2011) and then let 
students mark which years they were in program by circling the grade choices 
listed below it. It is not so much that the question was poorly written or did not 
make sense to some but it did not necessarily account for how some students 
might have interpreted it. Either way, many students chose that they were never in 
a language program or they specifically wrote “I don’t know.”  Some wrote later 
on that they were not made aware of having become Proficient. Students in those 
instances wrote “I was never told.”  This goes back to the argument before that 
Tollefson (1991) makes, where those in power are repressing students by not 
imparting information clearly about one’s curriculum and thus allowing the 
students to be better informed about their individual education. This omission 
helps reduce the chance that students will become aware of their involvement in a 
restrictive policy, which in turn keeps the students from being able to make 
choices about their future.   
Case II.  Students frequently commented that they wanted to learn English 
but the way some viewed what “learning English” means was questionable. One 
student explicitly stated they were thankful to their teacher for teaching them 
                                                          
15
 In fact, this district had the model implemented since 2007, before it was fully 
mandated by the ADE. 
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English because now he knew what a simile was. This is strong evidence of the 
student learning DSI
16
 as described by the ADE. This is not, however, acquisition 
of English (see e.g., Krashen et al., 2007) especially for wider communicative 
competence purposes. Aspects of linguistic isolation was also evidenced by 
statements about parents not knowing English and the number of responses of 
strongly disagree that students made on the Likert-scale about having their 
parents help them on their homework. One student wrote “my parents doesn’t 
help me because they don’t know english and I help them about learning english 
because I know english.” Students who are not provided the chance to interact 
with native English-speaking peers and leave school to go to homes where they 
cannot practice their English other than as a potential translator, and those 
students who are learning English in discrete forms as opposed to more natural 
approaches to language acquisition, may always struggle with the language and 
find that their academic progress is hindered.  
Students at the high school level were very aware of the disadvantages to 
being in the SEI model. Many noted that due to the four hours of English not only 
were they not getting the other classes that they wanted to be able to take but that 
this would affect their overall graduation rate. Students knew that they would 
have a very hard time of graduating. Even though almost every single student 
stated that they expected to graduate, many knew the process would be difficult. 
Based on the comments several students made it is apparent that there is a 
                                                          
16
 Again DSI stands for discrete skills inventory, a grammar-heavy stepwise 
instruction “tool” which can be seen in more detail at 
http://www.ade.az.gov/oelas/downloads/DSIAllLevels.pdf  
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disconnect – of which students are aware – between their expectations of 
completing school and the actual chances of such an occurrence. As Wehlage and 
Rutter (1986) commented “it should be pointed out that among those who actually 
dropped out very few anticipated doing so” (p. 384). So even though most 
students said they expected to graduate high school and go to college, they may 
find that meeting these graduation requirements is too difficult and thus drop out, 
or they may simply age out of school if it takes too long to reach their dream. 
Regardless of whether students leave voluntarily or involuntarily, the state has 
won again. 
Attachment to School  
The two groups (ELL and RC) did not differ in their attachment to school 
in District A. Again, almost all of the students claimed that they expected to finish 
high school and go on to college, and a large percentage of them strongly agreed 
with the statement that graduating high school was important. What is interesting 
is that in investigating all of the middle and high school ELL and RC responses 
for “I worry that I might not graduate from high school”, 43% agreed or strongly 
agreed. This worry, coupled with the comments about the program showing 
students’ awareness that because of their enrollment in the SEI model they were 
lacking credits to graduate, clearly indicates that students are aware of the fact 
that due to policies in place they may not reach their desired goal of high school 
graduation. 
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In District B, RC students and ELLs were different in their attachment to 
school, even though it was not significantly so with t (585.17) = 0.69, p = 0.49. 
One cannot conclude that it is the grouping which is determining the difference. 
Equal variances were not assumed. It is possible that the grouping effect (RC or 
ELL) is not large enough to detect given the sample size. Had more ELLs been a 
part of this sample, the difference may have been statistically significant.  
Restrictive Language Policies and their Influential Power 
 Even though there were a series of regressions done to determine the 
effect the language policy has above and beyond all other influences to 
attachment to school, the regression series all found that the final R² was 0.563. 
The purpose of changing the order of predictors was to gain additional insight into 
how the predictors were related to the outcome variable (Attachment to School) 
and to each other. The final model in both series was the same, which is to be 
expected because they contained the same predictors, and differed only in terms 
of the order in which predictors were entered. Prior to adding F1 (Student 
Engagement),  the Policies/Practices factor did account for some of the variance 
in attachment to school, and it also had the largest coefficient out of the entire 
model before the addition of School Composition and Student Engagement. 
However, as soon as F1 (Student Engagement) was loaded into the regression 
model, F6 (Policies/Practices) lost its significance. The variability in F7 
(Attachment to School) explained by the Policies/Practices factor was also 
explained by Student Engagement. Meaning, these two factors go somewhat 
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hand-in-hand. In fact, when F6 (Policies/Practices) was entered into the model 
where F1 (Student Engagement) was originally entered, F1 only accounted for 
1.6% of the variance in F7 (Attachment to School) above and beyond all other 
factors. 
 The Policies/Practices factor correlated very highly with Student 
Engagement having the highest correlation between factors, r = 0.930. When 
regressing F6 (Policies/Practices) on F7 (Attachment to School) alone, it 
accounted for almost 35% of the variance in attachment, with R² = 0.349 and β = 
0.694. This indicates that the variables are related to each other. By adding other 
predictors it was possible to determine if the relationship between these two 
variables is still there after accounting for the other factors. There was still a 
relationship between F6 and F7 in the third series, in the presence of several other 
predictors. However, as soon as F1 was entered, the relationship between F6 and 
F7 disappeared entirely as evidenced in both series prior. It seems that Student 
Engagement is overshadowing and replacing Policies/Practices. 
Therefore, it is not possible to say that F6 (Policies/Practices) contributes 
to the prediction of F7 (Attachment to School) above and beyond what Student 
Engagement contributes.  Because of the high correlation between Student 
Engagement and the Policies/Practices, this indicates that much of what they were 
measuring overlapped. While the unique portion of F6 (Policies/Practices) did not 
explain variation in F7 (Attachment to School), the unique portion of Student 
Engagement (F1) did explain variation in Attachment to School (at 1.6%).  
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Overall, this was one sample and with more sampling, an effect could 
potentially be detected. Therefore, while it cannot be stated that students will drop 
out because of the Polices/Practices factor, the following can be inferred:  
(a) the longer ELLs are involved in Arizona’s program, the less ELLs tend 
to like it; 
(b) students tend become more aware of their “ELL identity” as they 
progress through school, and therefore social segregation will continue 
(thus having overall detrimental effects); 
(c) the overall attachment to school may be weakened the longer students 
are enrolled in the SEI model by virtue of a stronger dislike towards 
school; 
(d) neither ELL or RC students, especially in middle school, who are 
mainstreamed are receiving a well-rounded curriculum and therefore 
are not being provided an equal education; and 
(e) students who cannot exit the program in one or two years may be more 
likely to drop out as a result of the many negative implications 
associated with this restrictive language policy in conjunction with all 
of the  factors defined by Rumberger’s (2004) conceptual framework 
regarding influences for dropping out of school. 
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VII: IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study begins to open an area of research which must be more fully 
examined. Again, prior studies have looked at the influence of language minority 
status, as opposed to examining the correlations between dropouts and language 
minority students’ attitudes. This study does the latter by providing a voice for 
those students who are involved/were recently involved in a restrictive language 
policy in the state of Arizona. It also helps to bridge the gap between research on 
language policies and that of predicting and debating why students drop out of 
school. This study adds to the literature base and discussion on influential factors 
for increased risk of dropping out by explicitly addressing a micro-level sample of 
ELLs’ and RC students’ perceptions of Arizona’s language policy, and relates the 
findings to the broader conceptual framework of individual and institutional 
factors as discussed by Rumberger (2004). The overall hypothesis was that ELL 
students who are subjected to restrictive-oriented language policies (e.g., Wiley, 
2007) will be more likely to have a lower attachment to school compared to that 
of those students who may have been in the program and are now reclassified.  
The study showed that the Policies/Practices factor is an important 
component in the discussion on why language minorities may disassociate from 
school, even though it did not significantly account for the variance in Attachment 
to School above and beyond that of all the other factors. Further, this study found 
that neither ELL nor RC students are receiving an equal education and that the 
longer ELLs are in the program they less they tend to like it. Lastly, students who 
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are in high school are showing the seeds of awareness regarding what an impact 
their involvement in the restrictive language policy has had on their overall 
education and future potential goals. That being said, there are a number of ways 
in which this research can be continued.  
Future Research 
It would behoove future research to look specifically at attitudes towards 
the model for students enrolled in the program even longer than three years; this 
was not applicable here since the model primarily has been in effect statewide 
only for three years. It could be that if this study had been able to document 
students who were enrolled four years or longer that the findings would have 
matched that of Cortina (2009), who found that the segregation of students into an 
ELL program for their four years of high school was the strongest dropout 
predictor. In order to better predict dropout influences a longitudinal study 
following ELL and RC cohorts from entry in 6
th
 grade through 12
th 
grade should 
be completed, with an even bigger sample than that here. This would further help 
show how long students are really in the SEI model, as well as whether they drop 
out. Granted, all of these suggestions are contingent on whether or not the SEI 
model changes per court decisions (i.e., the outcome of the Flores v. Arizona 
case).  
The findings were limited in that there was only one representation of high 
school students surveyed. More high school students should be surveyed 
regarding their attitudes towards the SEI model. Another concern for future 
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research would be regarding how many times RC students exit and re-enter the 
SEI model. This might be more of a concern to those who study the AZELLA, 
however, the exit/re-entry could impact future attachment to school through 
student engagement since it was found that the longer ELLs  are in the program 
the less they like it. The exit/re-entry into the program might also be viewed in 
future research as part of the educational stability aspect of the Educational 
Achievement factor. 
Students in this study echoed findings of those prior in regards to other 
factors influencing dropout rates. Therefore, it is important to continue this line of 
research and further examine these factors as they relate to language minorities. 
Students wrote about the fact that their parents could not always support them in 
their homework, which addresses the Families and Sociolinguistic Aspect factors.  
Studies found that most dropouts received grades of mostly Cs (Ekstrom et al., 
1986) and this study found that many of the students reported grades of Bs and 
Cs. While this study is not reporting whether students are dropping out, it would 
be wise to continue to look at the GPAs of LM students and whether or not they 
drop out in the future to see if there is a connection. The argument that a 
racial/ethnic segregation of Chicano students prevents them from receiving an 
equal education (e.g., Valencia et al., 2002) is also supported by this study’s 
findings. In this case, however, it is the linguistic segregation resulting from 
school policy which is preventing students from receiving an equal education via 
a well-rounded curriculum. Fernandez et al. (1989) remarked that ELLs may 
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leave school because of a negative school environment that is due to school 
policies; this study found that some students did feel that there was a negative 
school environment. Ekstrom et al. (1986) noted that a feeling of alienation would 
also increase dropout rates. Students here remarked about the bullying and 
mistreatment of ELLs at their schools. Future studies should address all of these 
concerns and continue to explore the potential link between policies and dropouts 
for LM students. This is especially true since school policy, language or 
otherwise, is one aspect which schools have some control over and can change 
(e.g., Rumberger & Rodríguez, 2011). 
In fact, politicians and lawmakers should revisit the implications of 
Arizona’s language policy, and not just because of the potential outcome of a 
court decision. By viewing Arizona’s language policy from an historical-
structural approach, it becomes clear that the ideologies behind it are continuing 
the power and domination over the non-English-speaking population. This 
domination occurs in a series: (a) students are largely kept in the dark over their 
curriculum, (b) remaining in such a curriculum helps to further segregate the LM 
students, and (c) this segregation thus keeps the LM students in a different social 
sphere, including the possible future exclusion of them from being full 
participants in America’s economic and political realms, as well. This latter 
exclusion would be the result of having not participated in a fully comprehensive 
education because of having been a part of the SEI model at some point in time, 
and evidencing itself perhaps as LM students holding lower wage jobs or not 
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being able to go on to college because they could not meet high school graduation 
requirements.  
The SEI model is a prescriptive, educational policy which is top-down and 
imposed by the government and may limit the LM students from reaching their 
goals and aspirations. To address the political, economic, and ideological themes 
which are inherent in the policy, those in power need to reassess their own beliefs 
and stop publishing “results” of how successful the SEI model is working based 
on the number of students becoming reclassified (e.g., Clark, 2009; Horne, 2008) 
when these “results” are not based on fact or take into account the various reasons 
why students are becoming reclassified (Davenport, 2011). Further, as this study’s 
findings suggest, the language policy is the one thing that politicians and school 
administrators have the power to change; so it is recommended here that 
politicians and lawmakers pay attention to the possible detrimental outcomes for 
many of Arizona’s ELL students if a change in language policy is not 
implemented.  
Any research surrounding LM students should always take into account a 
sociolinguistic aspect, and this is especially true for studies looking at why LM 
students drop out of school. Hence, this factor was added to Rumberger’s (2004) 
framework. In this study, the sociolinguistic variable was very significant in the 
regression models. When the Policies/Practices variable was switched with the 
Student Engagement factor, the Sociolinguistic Aspect (F3) had the second 
highest unstandardized Beta coefficient of the whole model, β = 0.398. In the final 
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model, the Sociolinguistic Aspect not only had the highest unstandardized Beta 
coefficient (β = 0.348), but also had the most significance (p < .01). Future studies 
should explore the impact of this factor in relation to all other influences of 
dropping out. Perhaps if this factor had been added at the end of the regression 
models the significance or the percentage of variance accounted for by the factor 
may have changed. In general, research surrounding dropouts has been lacking in 
regard to including a sociolinguistic component to reasons why LM students leave 
or remain in school. MacGregor-Mendoza (1999) found that the use of the L1 did 
not mean that students were going to have lower academic achievement, nor 
would the use of English guarantee academic success, but the study is over a 
decade old and it was not done on students who are involved in a highly 
restrictive language policy model. Therefore, future research must continue to 
explore language use and attitudes towards one’s language as that relates to 
dropping out of school.  
Policies and practices as an influence.  ELLs did have higher F6 
(Policies/Practices) scores as compared to RC students’ scores. In other words, 
ELLs were initially happier with the language program. This, however, changes 
the longer the student is involved in the program. RC students were less satisfied 
overall with the program. While the two groups (ELL and RC) did not differ in 
regards to their overall attachment to school (via the t test), they did differ within 
groups (i.e., ELLs differed from other ELLs, and RC students varied within the 
RC grouping). When examining the wording of the items which constituted the 
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F1 (Student Engagement) and F6 (Policies/Practices) variables, it could be argued 
that both factors are measuring student beliefs and satisfaction with school in 
general. The items relating to the student engagement aspect, particularly that of 
the social engagement subtopic, dealt more with the students’ overall perception 
of how they were treated at school by peers and teachers, which in turn may have 
influenced their performance in class (i.e., assignments).   
The items included within F6 (Policies/Practices) for the regression 
analysis were about the policy, however, they were worded in a way that perhaps 
truly asked about satisfaction of their English classes. Since the language program 
could be seen as a part of overall school engagement, as suggested by the high 
correlation between the two factors, it could be argued that the two items are 
measuring too much of the same thing (in this case, attachment to school). The 
use of a confirmatory factor analysis as opposed to exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) was to maintain the theoretical argument behind the factors; however, had 
EFA been conducted, many of the items currently identified with the 
Policies/Practices factor may have been loaded with the F1 (Student Engagement) 
factor much like what happened with the Resource items (e.g., items 7 and 13). 
Future studies should continue to examine the influence of highly restrictive 
language policies and perhaps re-run the analysis presented here with 
modifications to the survey items addressing the Policies/Practices factor as 
expanded from Rumberger’s (2004) framework. Modifying the items factored 
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into the Polices/Practices variable may find that there is a significant, unique 
contribution to attachment to school.  
Conclusion 
 Arizona’s restrictive language policy is penalizing students for knowing a 
language other than English, by placing them in segregated programs where due 
to program requirements students are not able to access an equal education. This 
is compounded when students are unable to exit out of the SEI model in one year 
and frequently find themselves enrolled for two or more years. Students then 
struggle to catch up with content credits in order to be able to graduate in a typical 
four-year timeframe. Some students are not meeting course requirements and 
instead of being placed in more rigorous courses which could help with their 
academic success are being put into remedial type courses since their reading 
level is below par (i.e., “Intervention” classes). Further, the longer they are 
enrolled in the program the less satisfied they are with it. 
 Middle school students seem to be the most unaware of the implications 
their involvement in the program could incur. The “state” then, as per Tollefson 
(1991), is effectively keeping the students repressed. The awareness of how much 
the restrictive language policy is impacting their future success may not become 
overt to them until these students reach high school. This was evidenced by 
comments made by high school students, where so many expressed their worry 
that not only would they not graduate high school but the fact that there was a 
lack of classes they were allowed to take, the SEI classes did “not count” towards 
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graduation credits, and how they are not going to be able to graduate in four 
years.  
 Analyzing Arizona’s policy through an historical-structural lens highlights 
how while the ADE may stress the need to know English they are creating the 
conditions through the restrictive language policy in place (i.e., the SEI model) 
which will not necessarily help students acquire English or be fully competent in 
English. Students are kept in curriculums which deprive them of a well-rounded 
education and coursework which would help them acquire the credits they need to 
graduate in order to meet their aspirations of attending college and/or obtaining 
the jobs and positions which they expect to hold in the future. The students may 
find that they are limited in accessing a complete participation in social, political, 
and economic aspects of society. 
LM students involved in the SEI model may ultimately have a decreased 
attachment to school (for example, as evidenced in this by students tending to like 
the program less the longer they are enrolled). Decreased attachment could be 
subsequent from a new awareness of what involvement in Arizona’s restrictive 
language policy means for their future and thus decide that the cost of staying in 
school outweighs the perceived benefits of leaving. In other words, by reaching 
this deeper awareness (as they progress through school) about what the 
restrictions imposed on them from their involvement in the SEI model mean for 
their future, students may decide to leave school instead of struggling. Ultimately, 
by viewing the Arizona program model through Tollefson’s historical-structural 
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approach, this study supports the suggestion that ELLs’ and RC students’ 
opportunities are limited, that they will be further alienated and stigmatized within 
school and precluded from keeping up with their native English-speaking peers. 
The only thing that can reduce this would be a change to Arizona’s language 
policy. 
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Date 
 
 
Dear (Participating School District ELL Coordinator/Principal as Needed): 
 
I am a graduate student under the direction of Dr. Arias in the Department of 
English at Arizona State University.  I am conducting a research study to examine 
ELL students’ perspectives on the four-hour block of SEI in middle and high 
schools within the state of Arizona, as well as their feelings about school in 
general. The goal is to ascertain student attitudes towards the four-hour block and 
their overall school curriculum, as well as their attachment to school itself.  
 
I am inviting your school’s participation, which will involve surveying currently 
enrolled ELL students and those who are considered reclassified fluent English 
proficient (RFEP) and thus are being monitored for two years. Your school’s 
participation in this study is voluntary. If students choose not to participate or to 
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. 
 
By allowing this survey to be conducted at your school, we will be able to inform 
you of how students perceive their English language education and their overall 
feelings towards school. There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts to your 
participation. 
 
No identifiable information will be released to anyone other than the researchers 
involved in this study. All survey responses will be anonymous.  The results of 
this study may be used in reports, presentations, or publications but any 
potentially identifiable information about the students will not be used. 
 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact the 
research team at:  
 
Dr. M. Beatriz Arias 
Associate Professor 
English Department 
ASU, Tempe, AZ 
bea@asu.edu 
 
Karen E. Lillie 
English Department 
Arizona State University 
Tempe, AZ 
karen.lillie@asu.edu 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Karen E. Lillie 
  
144 
 
APPENDIX B 
STUDENT CONSENT FORMS (ENGLISH) 
 
 
145 
 
 
 
146 
 
 
 
  
147 
 
APPENDIX C 
STUDENT CONSENT FORMS (SPANISH) 
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APPENDIX D 
HIGH SCHOOL ELL ORIGINAL SURVEY (ENGLISH) 
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APPENDIX E 
HIGH SCHOOL ELL ORIGINAL SURVEY (SPANISH) 
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APPENDIX F 
CODING OF OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES 
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Job aspiration (item D13) 
1 = Medical (doctor, nurse, chiropractor, EMS) 
2 = Business (including secretary) 
3 = Law (police, FBI, Border Patrol 
4 = Education 
5 = Technology 
6 = Other (for District A only) 
7 = Sports 
8 = Vet 
9 = Legal (lawyers, judges) 
10 = Engineer (Mechanical, Engineering, Chemical) 
11 = Don’t Know 
12 = Arts/Entertainment (Comedian, actor, musician) 
13 = Design/Construction/Architect (includes interior design) 
14 = Fashion/Beauty (Salon worker, beautician, fashion designer) 
15 = Auto (mechanic, auto detail) 
16 = Military (Army, Navy, Marines, Air Force) 
 
Other Non-English Courses 
0 = None  
1 = Content Only (Math, Science, and/or Social Studies) 
2 = Content and Electives 
3 = Elective only (no content) 
4 = Content plus Reading and/or Writing 
5 = Math only 
6 = Content, electives, and Writing or Reading 
Languages Listed as L1 
0 = English 
1 = Spanish 
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2 = Both English and Spanish 
3 = Other (not specified) 
4 = Arabic 
5 = Nepalese 
6 = Somali 
7 = French  
8 = Turkish 
9 = Russian 
10 = Swahili 
11 = Tigrigna 
12 = Karenni 
13 = Pashto 
14 = Punjabi 
15 = Chinese 
16 = Amharic 
17 = Burmese 
18 = Vietnamese  
19 = Filipino 
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APPENDIX G 
ITEMS ON SURVEY AS GROUPED BY FACTOR 
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APPENDIX H 
HIGH SCHOOL ELL ALTERED SURVEY (SURVEY 2) 
 
170 
 
 
171 
 
 
 
 
 
 
172 
 
APPENDIX I 
RESPONSES TO ALL ITEMS ON SURVEYS 
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APPENDIX J 
IRB APPROVAL (ORIGINAL AND ALTERED) 
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